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; Minneapolis Public Schools".

The Title Is EPEA'Frogram in Minneapolis 1973-74
An Evaluation

Summar y
. ,

.e S6Pagett
In 1913-74 the Minneapolis PUblic Schools were_ the midst of

extensive desegregation:aneadministrative detentralization'Pro4rame.
In this context, about 10,600 children were identified as eligible to ,

receive Title If SEA service tz

FocUsing-on the basic ski s of reading and mathematics, identified'

asmajorproblems by a fall 197 needs assessment; more than 600 Title./
supported staff worked to improve, the achievement of these children in' 43

. ,

.public and parochial schools. -\ .

With the guidance of,a 67 member Parent Advisory Committee more'
than 4.1. milliondollars were budgetdd fd'r the 1973-74 program. About 87.-

cents of each dollar Were budgeted for direct program coots; ten cents
went for indirect program costs, and 'three cents +e budgeted for ,
evaluation. About two-thirds of all program funds:wyre budgeted

eXclusively for elementary schpol programs: Ninety- percent of these
elementary program funds,wtb allocated for basic skills programs.

.

4
What impact did this extensive effort have bn the achievement of ' 0

Title I pupils? AttemptattO measure impact were made By the ReSearch
and Evaluation Department.of the Minneapolis Public Schools at the
request of the Department of Planning, Development and Federal Programs.,

.
the administrative-agency for theschools.: Title I program..

A number of'indiyidual.projects.,yere pialtated. Substantial, gains

for 'children in grades 7-9 were noted, but these gains could not be
attributed solely to the Title I effort,PAains were also noted for
Several projecIts,involving elementary 661961

i'Three of the five pro am objectivesIfoi.1973-74were reached.
Title I children in 1973-7 did at least &well as Title IOhildren.
in 1972-73. Title I. children Maintained heir distance relativelto non- 56-68

Titl I. children,. Studentsin)secondary chod1:programs made substantial

gains. .

Students iri fourteen scho s thathavy onsisteqly been designated
as Title I,since 1965 w compared with Stur..its in now-Title I,school

and,schools which _ "e not consistently been d ignated as-Title I.

While students in the Title I schools continued o hold their own relative' 68-7
to studentt in thepther schOols, the Title4I pop lation has Chconged

substantially. In'1967 about three of tea student in theAltle I

.schoolicame from AFDC,families. In' 1973, the figure was five of ten.

The prpportion of Minority students-rose from less than 30%.to 50%.

L;ng.terM test spore. trends showed growth in grades '1 ..3 =,

ep

.
and non-Title / schools. AChievement trend lines for grade 5 and. 73-79

..c

6 appear flat. (Data were not available. for'.grade 4). ,

For now, our best evidence suggests that Title ('children in -

Minneapolis are not f lling further behind their non-Title I classpates

although changes in student populations suggest that one could, expect
the gapb*widen. - ,

Recommendations are-made

April :

* * *
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THE TITLE I; ESA PROGRAM IN
MINNEAPOLIS: 1973-74

AN EVALUATION

CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS

The program described in this report was conducted in t Minneapolis

Public Schools.. Minneapolis is a city of 424,000 people lo ate on the

-Mississippi River in the southeastern part of Minnesota. With its some

what smaller twin city, St. Paul, it is the center of a seven-county

metropolitan area of over 2,026,000, the largest population-center betweed

Chicago and the Pacific Coast. As such it serves as the hub for the entire

Upper Midwest region of the country.

Tile city and its surrounding area, long has'been noted for the'high

quality of, its lab or force. The unemployment rate in Minneapolis is lower

than in most major cities, possibly due tosthe variety and, density of

industryfin the city as well ash to the capability of: its work force. The

Twin, City metropolitan area unemployment rate:. in June of 1974 was 4.
. i

compared with a 5.4, national rate for the samg month.. A's tIle economic .

center of a prosperous region, rich in such natural resources-as forests,:

minerals, water power and productive agricultural land, Minneapolis attracts
. . , ,

t
commerce and.workert fromthroughout the Upper Midwest region. Manyregion.

$

residents are drawn from the neighbb irig states of Iowa,, Wisconsin, Nebraska

and the Dakotas as well as from,the fa ming areas and the Iron Range region

of outs4te'Minnesota. ,--e

More 'minneapolitans (32%) 'work_ in clerical and, sales. jobs than in

any other. occupation reflecting the city's position as g major whOlesale-
,

retail enter and a center for banking, finance and insurance.' Alinost as

.many (26%) are employed as.praftsmed, foremen and operatives, \and 23% of

the work fprce are professionals, technicians, managers, and officials.

.
.

One out of five workers is employed in labori9g and serviAe oceupations,

Minneapolis city government is the council-dominated type. Its

mayor; elected for a two year term, lias limited-powers. Its elected city

council operates by committee and engageg in adminiqtrative as well as

legiglative action.
.

Minneapolis is dot a crowded-city. While increasing industrial

development has occupied more and more
9

land, the city's population has

9
S
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declined steadily from a peak of'522,000 in 1950. The city litits have
b. .

not been changed since 1927. Most hbmes are sturdy:, single family '2

0
dwellings-built to withStand severe. winters. Row homes are practically

nonexistent even in low income areas. Ih 1970, 48%.of the housing units

in Minneapoliewere-owner -occupied. '

Most inneapolitans are 'native-born Americans, but about .35,000 (7%)

are foreign-born. Swedes, Norwegians, Germans, and Canaclians comprise' .

moi

most of the foreign-born population.

Relatively fei:i non -wh e citizens live in Minneapolis although their

4

punbers are increasing. In only three percent of the population was

non-white. The 1970 census figures, indicate that, the non-white populatOn

had more than doubled (6.4%) in the intervening 10 years. About 7 of

the non - whites are black. Most of the-remaining nom-white population is

American Indian, mainly Chippewa and Sioux. Only a stall number of resi-.

dents from Spanish-surnalqd or Asian origins, live in the city. In 1970

k non-white residents made up 6%,of the city's Population but accounted-
.

for 15% Of the childre in the city's elementary schools.

Minneapolis.has not reached the stage of many other large cities in'

terms of,the level of social problems. It has bepn 'untouched.,

by racial disorders'or by civil unrest. Criie rates are below national
-

averages.
.

.`;

,

One's first impresaion is that, inneapolis doesn't really have serious

problems of blight and decay. But the signs of trouble are, evident to one

who looks beyond the parksand lakes and tree-lined streets. As wi h many
211'

other larger cities, theproblems are focused in the core city and

related to increasing concentrations the4le of the poor, many of theid non-

whites, and of the elderly. For example, nine but of 10 black Americans,

,in Ninneapolis live in just one-tenth of the city's area. tJhile Minneapolis
-

contains 11% of the state's population, it supports almost 31% of4he'

state's AFDC families.

There has been a,Steady mfgraton to the
e.
city'by A'merican Indians

from the, reservations and by poor whitesTroethe small towns and.rural

areas of Minnesota. They come to the 'promised land' of Minneapdlis look-

ing for a job and a Setter way'of life. Some make it; many do not. Thb

AnikiCan Indiappo4lation is generaliy confined to the same stall geographic

areas ifi which black.Americans live. These same areas of the city have '

' the lowest median incomes in the city and the-highegt concentrations of

U.

,2

1.0
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dilapidated housing, welfare cases, and juvenile.delinquency.

The elderly also are concentrated in the central city. I1970,

1,15% of the city's Population was over age 65. The elderly, like t
,

. 18 to. 24 year old.young adultp,live near the central city because.of the
. .

availability of less expensive housing in multiple-unit dwellingss .Younger

families have continued to migrate toward the oute.K edgeS of the city"and

to the surrounding suburban areas.

*1

THE MINNEAPOLIS SCHOOLS

.f' o

In Minneapolij, 65,456 children go to'school. Bost of them, 57,715, '

'attend One- of the city's, 100 pub,liccscbools; 7,714] attend non-pUblic .

.
c ...,

schools.
y .

.

,
.

. I '

4"

e

y. C,
The Minneapolis Public S8hodls, headed by-br. John B. Davis, Jr.,.

.

who-became superintendent in 1967, consist of 66 ,elementary sdhools4

(kindergatten26th grade); 15 innior high schools (grades 7-9), nine'high

schools (grades 1Q -12),-two junior.senior high echool's,'and eight special.
. -

i .

. II

S,

schools. Nearly 3:,500 certificated personnel are.employed6

CQntrol of the public school system .ultimately rests withzaseven- (
.,-,

memberpegrd which levies its own taxes and sells its own bonds. These,

officials are elected by popular vote for staggered siX7year terms. The

superintendent is selected by the.board and serves as its, exbmitive officer
,

,
.

ey And pra. ofessional'adviser.
7-\

,
,

.

AlmoSt 40 cents of each loAl property taxidollar goes,to support a

schOi system whose annua,1 operating general fund budget in 1974-75 is i.

f O

......_ 0

, $78,008,036 up. from $75,493,430 in 1973-74. Minneapolis received federal

funds totaling' 11.4 million dollars in 1973-74 from many different federal

QN:

IS(

aid programs.:. The Elementary and 'Secondary EdUcatiOn Act provided about

5.1 million'dollais, of which more than 4.1 million dollars were'from

Title I funds. The adjusted mainhance cost per pupil unit in the system

was *1,038 in 1972.73 while the rahge'of per pupil.unit-cOsts idthe state
. .

.

. -
for districts maintaining eIementary', andrcondary schools was $548 to

/ c9 t .
... - -

4

.
$1,816.

i .

ti

a 'One of ..the superintendent',s goals ,.has beet' to achieve
C-

greater com-.
.

. .
. .

munication among the system's schools through decentralization. Initially,
. - 4

,$)

U
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two "p ainide. or groups of .geographicallirelated schools were formed.

,FirstN,torbe formed, in 1967; was, the North "Pyramid, consisting of North
.

High School and the elementary and 3unior'high schools which fed into

1969 the South-Central Pyramid was formed around South aril Central

High ScH004.. ES.Ch pyramid. had an area asaiStant'superintenhent-aa well

as advisoi"ISgroupi of prinoipald, teachers, and parents. The goals of the

pyramid struatir were to effect greater communication among schools and
.

k

between schools and the community, to develop callabtrative and cooperative
0,0 ..

programs, and to -share facilitiesand expertise of teachers. . '

.In the summer of1973,-decentralization was carried one s=tep, further
A . .

Whbn the entire school Ostrictl with_the exception -of five Schools

involve d in an experimental program .called 'Southeast Alternatites was /
9,

divided into three areas,? Each of these.areas--East, West; And North - -is

.headed by an Area Superintendentwhoshas autonomous decis on.makdng power

within the guidelines of school district policies and phil sOphies.
,

j. ,Based on sight counts on October 16, 1973 (compiled by the Informati

Services;Oenterof the Minneapolis Pu6lic.Schools) the percentage; ofblack

America -Pupils for the school,districtwas Nine years before, the
r°. 1,

percentage! was 5.4%. American Indian children comprised 4.3% of,Alie-
school population in 1973 more than double the proportion of.nine year

'ago.. Al- thOugh some non-:white pupils were enrolled in every eletheiitari r

-school-, hOn-vhitepupils were concentrated in two relatively small areas,

of'the city. Of the 66 elementary sc ol, 12 had mbre'than 30% nohr

,white enrollment and seven of these ha over 50%. There were no.all-black-

nor all -white schoOls. Eighteen elementary' schools had nonwhiteenroll-

ments of less than. 5 %. .

..

, /
. -

The Minneapolis Scho4.Board-approved desegregation pian iiprolvine

secondary
.! __0

two-way busing,tookieffect in slools in September and

elementaryschools,in September 1974. This plan was designed"td achieve
. .4,

racially ."balaticed-
h
schools:.

The .proportion of school age children in AFDC homes has more than

...doubled from .,about 12% in-1962 to -28% in 1972: d
.

.q., .

''While the median pupil turnover rate for all t<he city schools'in
. -

1974 was.ab'out 26%, this figure varied widelyvith location. (Turnover

rate iS.tge percenta:ge of students-that come new to the school or leayes
-N

tile
,,,

school at some time dur6;iZlieschool6'year, using the September enroll-
,--.

.ment as a :base figureJ

4
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THE TT 4 I :TARGET AREA

AND ',ITS SCHO

0 ,

4

1

The target,Arewis,part of the pity "nneapolis in which schools

are eligible Am programs funded under Title I of the Elementary-and

Secondary Education Act(ESEAL In a.schoolwas eligible to
. . ..4 c

. . .

receive Title Laid if the :percentage- O :Families within the school
. ,, . .

,attendance area receiving AFDC payments in excess of $2,000 a year, br.
.

. .

, . ..

f havingAn annual income under $2,00qexceeded the citywide percentage

'for Far4liei.in those categories. : (Nbre,detail.od eligibility is given'

on pages717and-18). .,

..

I

o

According to 1970 census data, moretthan 170,000 persons rdLided

the Target-Area. .0Q-that group, 11% were black and' 3.5% were Indian,

more than double the cityWide perceRtage of minority group members.

"More than half of Target Area-residents over 25 years of age Ilad

not completed high'schgol, compared E3 354 of the non-Target Area

residents wholdid not.have high school diplomas. One out 'of fivelarget
,

rArea residents ovethe age of 25 had*ne to college, and nine percent

had completed four or more years. Oneou% four non-Target Area

residents had gone.t0 Libllege, and 15% had completed four or more years

of college:

,

in

,

.

The indoie fr aneverage;TargetArea family was-04113in 1970,

almat$2,000 less,than the citywi4e4cerageo The hoilek inwhich'they

lived had an average value of $1436'; about 40% less'than the average
0 0

. *-11,, ,

value of a single family iesidence!AlikMinneapoliso Twenty percent of
J41'.:

Target Area ciildren hetWeen thea esA3f 6 fnd 17 were inemb'eri3 of f-a

tailily that had an income below, overty level,'while Only six percent

of the non-Target ArearchildrImi - members of'suCh families, 4?
! \'

In 1973-74, inn 'the 25' elei4Oary schools, seven junior.highS, and
, 0

ten non - public schools tpatred 40 Titlej aid there Were 190734 students.

One-third of these students we *14inority ethnic groups. About,

/0,500 students were eligible Oleceive Title I program benefits. Title I

Target Area schools generally e rience a buch higher .turnover rate;, in

fact only four of the Target Are0;chooli-had turnover rates less than,
..-,1;.

the city median, Compared.wit :the city, the' median 'for the Target Area-
, ..

schools was about 43%, , 1

N,

,

1 13.
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Viable 1 on page 7 lists the Target elementary, secondaty and. non-

public' schools for ep.ch year since 1965-66, when Title I.funds .became

' available. ale table shows' that 14 of the 25 pupil° enientary Target

schools in 1973a7k have been designated as Target schools everY.yea.
.

since 1965;661. Four junior high-schools and tour nonApub ''schools.
'

have :been designated'as 'Target schools consistently since 1965. The
, o

three senior highs which °received Title I services fromp.965 to 1972

. are no longer'serlied due tolimi fed, funds and state guidelines which, `'.--

.
. . . s

require-that e4.ementary children be served before older students: ". -
. Zf

= - In ,Mi"ineapolis, in 1973-74-, there ,were a total o 66, elementary -,
r.

schools; 15 junior high- schools, 11 senior high sclioo s, 27 13sazochial
...!' - . Si

schools ,a.nd. 8 special schools. Thus, about one-third of all Minneapolis

schools' 4rd IdeSignated as Title I schools . for they year. , .

This section has described the -C,Ity-13f Minneapolis, its schools,
. ,

and its Tit3q I Target .ehocils,. In the next section, a;.brief.histOrical
t" r ' , t x.

review
.
of Title I programs .in Minnes.polis, and how they. developed, is

. . .0
given. Off

,

0
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Seciiondaty. .
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE TITLE I 'PROGRAM .IN MINNEAPOLIS

,
- . N

.9 '' %. - .
A. HaW did the Minneapolis Title I progfam develop'? What services are

, .

ao

0%

provided to childrv? Ras the,program changed since-its beginning -in

This section deSciibes the,backgroupd:ofthe program in

Minneapolis and tells how it has ah;:iige over the,years.

In 1965, in cot manities across the nation, Title I. meant:

Remedial readift centers 'a

Family Counseling
Art Action Cent

,

ers'for first.graders, .

Clothing for low income children to wear ,,i4n physical education oaass

- ; Fri-- breakfasts for potr Children

0,
Work-study programt for teenagers

It meap,t services for.childrefi who were economically, educatiOnally,

and culturally clisadvantaged,: in practical terms, for all childremliving

in 1e I eligible areas.,

4kn 1973-74, Title I meant:
.0

. Intensive instruction in reading and,arithmetic forchilden who
lived in low income areas who were at least one, year below grade

level in these subjects

Emphasis on reaching children of elementary age

Detailed evaluatibn of children's progress in reading and'arithmetic

Why the change?
.-

: When t'he Elengentary'and Secondary EducatiOn'Act (ESEA) was passed in

1965; it was calleda "new front" in the "War o Pover.ty." Educators dhd

legislators assumed that ESEA would offer servi ers to poOr children and that

the poverty program would provide for low-income a dults -- health care, 'social

services, cultural opportunitiesas well as better education: The assumption

was that if poor childfen got more of the kinds of experiences and services

that middle classi,childrexi typically got, they would do better in school. .

,,.A brochure about Title I published in 1966 by the p, S. Office of Education,' r

bbated:

4

Educators who serve children in low income areas of the country now

realize that'a major'reason their youngsters do not succeed in school.

is,a lack of proper ,food and clq;thing. They have learned of the

necessity for speCial enrichment,cultural,and recreational activities

-7to help fill the vacuum in their students' gives. Their new programs

also lare being geared td overcome the social and emotional inadequacies.

that are partially responsible for the failure of these youngsters.

M

o-`Yi t 9
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, But the expectations,of those early years were not realized.- The

wide tangeo; services and programs may hve,benefited many-children,
. ,

but evidence-of. measurable ga4s in school achievement .was lacking.

Apparently, Title I-waatrying 'to do too many"thinga for top many children

with too little money. In Minneapolis, fdr exampld, the number of low '

income children in th

e
city rose from 9,000 in1966 to 14°,060,in 1970,

but the 'amount of Tie I money stayed about the same, f.

4

By 1969, Congrels and educators were concerned about Title T.:

:
'Ls

vi

There was no proof, from 'the $:,011ection of test data, that Title I
programa worked

. In some cases, the schools mtre:yroviding servicesy.ith Title I
vflIndsthai- were the responsibility of other agencies,

',

The result was a new emphasis filr Title I programs "that would k

. a measurable difference' in children's learning of basic
6.

skills; in s rt,
. . . .

. .

.an emphasis on.reading nd arithmetic. It meant-concentrating the money'

on children in lower. gra es' who were just learning these skills. -t meant
.

concentrating on childre9who were already behind or.who were most likely

ra
\

to fall behind. It meant lititing the programs to those programs having

a direct effect on teaching reading and "arithmeticthrough extra-teachers,

)better teaching materials, more training for teachers. Fortunately, the
i

----../

federal funding requirements coincided with what Minneapolis teachers w anted

-rom Title I - -more help in teachinirreading to young children. The Title--I

Reading Program began in the MinneapOlis Public,71kc'hools in 1968, in part,
,..

because' teachers requested it.
t

Among other changes in, programming over the years:

. Title I programs not rel.:sited to teaching reading or drithmeilc
were gradually phased out Or'shifted to local funding.

. Programs in line with new national and local priorities were ,
developed. The Most recentadition waa a math program for
elementary children started ,'n 1972. '

Title'I programs for high school students were phased out.

. New programs concentrated services on elementaryachool children
or,on junior high students with lowest skills.

, .

ly two Title I programs--the Lincoln Learning Center and the teacher

aide program--have been in continuous operatio n since 1965. Both have been

receiving federal and local funding. The Lincoln Learning Center has been.
.

a special, program for' junior high studerits who need an intensive program -

-
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away from the regularc_scooll The teacher'aide-program has been training

aides to help in reading aneMath instruc#on.airld,to take over non-teaching,
. ,

jobs from teachers, who can then spend more time tep.chiniTitie I chilNn.)

,
4

.
..

That 1CirldA91Prams are. Supported
tle

Funds'?

Most of the Title I funds have beed14-ed in PrOgrams which teach

children.to read. A major effort has )peen made to teach children'tO read

through the Title I reading%program.",g, '
\'

2

;

The Title I Beading Program. When the Title I Re4ding Program begahc, .
in 1968,220 different reading were in use. in Minneapolis schools'.

Teachers worried thatchildren who moved. from school to school--as- many

inner city childrdri do- -would ,get confased'and lose ground.. So the fil;st'

step was to standardize the reading curriculum and teaching lethO in all
. -

Title I schools., ..

The% two more steps were possible. First, a
,

and teachers created ihstr4Ctional materials to aq

Second, teachers attended workshops and clhates'io

new materials.

:team of readin

with the adopted

learn how to use

xperts

bookp.

the

Whi newMaterdals? TheygaVe children more practice than'the tarp-

books, and theylet children learn in different ways. 1

5Ip197-74, children listened to 'tapes, 'built words with letter 'Cards

and letter blocks, and Played a.variety of word games. The idea was to

get children actively'ihvolved in a lesson and to give teachers more

choices in reading skills instruction.

Separate materials have been prodiked for ehildren in the primary and

intermediate grades by two teams of specialittti

Some materials, such ps those fOr kindergarten, built pre-reading

.

(skills. There were tests, too, to help teachers decide what lestons a

child needed and to measure the child's progress. Finally, to help class-

room teacherslf!put it all together," experienced reading teachers-visited
, -

claArooms. -They showed teachers haw to use-the matei;ials, how to decide

which materials were best for each child, and how to uRe progress tests.

Teaching materials were prodtced by the Minneapolis Title I Instructional

Materials Center (IMC).
.1

V.

The INC has been like a print shop. It.distributed to teachers all

materials designed by the Title I readi

19

teams. And it produced "little.-
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books' written by teachers, as well as games, worksheets, tests--all color-t

ful and original. Rapid production for low cost has been the IMC's

specialty. If the writing team prepared a game, fOr,example, it was

printed, packaged and readidd for delivery in one day.

A lot has been goingon to help kiqs learn to read. But while they've .

been. learning, what happened to 5th graders who were asked to read'f'rom

a 6--th grade science or math book, but whose reading achievement was at

the 2nd or 3rd grade level? -To help these students, the Title I Cassette,
\

Program was started in 1969 at Clinton,Elementary School. .The idea

. .

was to record lessons on cassette.tapes; so the children could learn by

listening. I-
.

It worked so well that soon, teachers,at the other tkile I schools
, .

wanted cassette lesson,s. So the Catsette Program was moved td the'Imc,

where the staff had experience in mass productiOn and` -distributiOn of

teaching Materials. In 1972-73, the Cassette Program supplied each

Title I elementarrschool'with 300 cassette tape lessons, all'catalogued

and ready for teachers to check out, just like library'boOks. Another 100,

tai?* were dittributed in\1973-74. Each schoolAi's assigned a
0
Specially

trained teacher.aide to ma ptaim its library.

The Cassette Program has provided tapes on langudge arts, literature ,

.

for 116tening; math, science, and social studies.tudies. Tappi haVe been made tol

go with the basic reading books, too.

Children liked the taped lessons because they could use them by

themselves. Teachers liked the flexibility they allowed. One group of

children used the tapes while the teacher worked with another'group.

In spite of these concentrated efforts to help them in regular class

rooms, there were some children in grades* through 9 who still were non,

readers or who read at the first grade level. These children were

embarrassed at theiraailures and did riot seem to profit from the classroom

reading program. That's where the. Basic Skill Centers came in.

The Basic Skill Centers (BSC). ln 1968, the Minneapolis Schools opened

two Basic Skill Centers to help %older
It

children in Title I schools learn

to read. The Centers operated mainly with local fundOlowever, teacher

aides-.-an important part of the program- -were paid with Title 1 funds.

The Centers served about 600 children a year in grades 4 through 9

in 1973-74. These children spent 40 minutes each school day at a Center--

-r A 12
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part of the time in a claSsroom--the rest with a number of teaching Machines`.

The first gini6de books, originally Used in the program,' were found to

be toa.childish even for .4th graders, it alone for junior high students.-.v

So Center: staff had to Stalk from scratch. The new cliric4um has beet(

called simply, "The Beginning Reath Prograp." It wal conveyed to the

cilildreriby film srips and cassette tapes made by the
0

C''Sta.ff and Used

inoachines that looked like small TV 8e4. Programs or other machines,

includino,the Tallang Typewriters, and lessons'and gam s for the classroom,

were.coordinated with the Beginning Reading Program.
t

Where did the teacher aides come in?. They tutored children in the

Center'S classroom. And they.helped children with All the machines-7

angWering questions, encouraging, providing an essential human element.

-

The Title.I Math Program. The Title I Math Program has been a new

..-
effort. It began in 1972 with thd same approach used for reading -- getting

all Title I schools to use the same series of books. Then a Title I -.
4

f
Elementary Math Tpm of teachers'deveibped games and cards that*teacheT in

Xiddel-garten.throughgrade three used to help Tit)e I students learn

\\\\.
The Math,Team has helped primary teachers use the discovery method in

three ways: teat members taught in-service training courses--more than
0 _

arithmetic by what' is called "the discoVery approach." That meant 'helping

the child discover for himself'how math works:

.

300 teachers have been trained so far; team members visited classrooms and

demonstrated teachingSkillS; the Team made colo ul newpeaching materials

that Were mass produced at the Instructional. MaterialOCenter for much less

than commercial cost.

. Beyond elementary school, Title I-programs have reached .91t to older

youth in need of help with basic math and reading. 1
r

The Mathematics Basic Skills Development Project. The Math Basic

Skills Development Project served all Title I Junior Highs. Students
,r

were tested at the end pf sixth grade. Those who were behind in math were

assigned to special claSses. Then, they took more tests to find the exact

areas in which they needed help.

Teams of e?cperienced inner-city teachers prepared curriculum units,

for each topic. 'WockbOoks on filtctiOns decimals, percents and five

kinds of measurement wert used. Metric measurement skills were introduced

21
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in some units. Wotkbooks on adding, subtracting, multiplying and dividing

were planned.'

Since many of thestudents with poor 'math skills were also poor readers,

the new units were designed to require little reading.

The newiworkbooksgVe a small number of pages. Instead of facing a

book with.506 pages, a student got one,with.39 pages: He felt a Sense Of

aocapplishment' when he finished a book in a tew days.

(
V The Title I Reading Programs in the,Junior-HighS; Thete was nO single

remedial program for Title I junior highs. ,

Some 'schools sent students to thBesic Skill Centers for help. Most

siohools operhted remedial math and English claises in their,buildings.

PhillipA Junior Highl,'for example, used the reading material's created by.

the 'Job Corps for men and:vomen with poor readingoskills. Specialiats(at

Phillips adapted ihe.materials for their students and added'several thousand.

Bryant<-Junior High'and the ninth grade at North High- used a -dtfferent

41t

selections.

approach. Their remedial reading-classes met In mobile vans parked outside

each school. .#

The vans contained Dors-6tt teaching machines--the TV-like machines also
E>

used in the Basic Skill Centers: They lessons were different than those used

at the BSC, however. They took up where the othqrs left off, at about the

4th grade level, and were aimed at helping students to learn new words and

to understand more of what they read. Each van served about 280 students a
4

year. A teacher and an mate worked in each van. -

Lincoln and Bryant Junior Highs used Title I funds to support satellite

schools called the Lincoln Learning Center and the Bryant Youth Educational

Support Center (YES). These satellites were for students whp learned better

in small classes away from a regular school.
OI

Teacher sides. Each Title I school receiveds,extra funds which the

faculty used to plan special programs for the, school's educationally dis-

advantaged children. Flinds were used to offer Title I children ore

individual attention and special materials'than were possible wthin the

regular school prog ms.

Every school use e'ome ofits funds to hire'extra teacher aides.

There were about 1 0 aides working in the Minneapolis Spools in 1973-741

One-third of them ere paid by Title 1,.fUnds. These aides made it possible

14
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for teachers to spend -more time actually teaching,Title I children. ;

An aide's job depended on eXperience and training. Experienced aides --

some have been on the job for six or seven'yearsactually,helped children:
a

J\ with reading and math lessons under a classroom teacher's supervision. New

(.: 'if they'attendeda. non-public 'SCboel..

g s-,:Inl'.973.:74,*about,1,0106 children in gAldes'l through & at ten

,'Pa4neapolis non-publiq6chools received special edtcatipm services and'
up,

'.,-'''

,
.

extra,6help in reading and math, thanks to $146,178 in Title I funds.

tAt'Ascensionchool; Tirtle I'funds werensed,tolhire five teacher t
,

# -\

aides took over more routine but.imperant tanks sucA'as correcting tests,

making worksheets, and qperating equipment.

Most' elementary Title I schools also hiref)eitraireaditig and math

teachers to Conduct special classes for Title I children.

Non-Public Schools. How did' non-public schools fit intd the Title I '

. .

program? Educational disadvantaged children,who lived within the
I

Y1
./attendance-'area of a Title I pdblic school receixed Title I services even

aides,and two eXtra'reading and Math teachers, and to buy educational-
,

materials and equipment, .These:p OpIe and-material6 were housed in

Ascension's,"Title I ResOurce..Cen er" for children in grades one throdgh

three. Each-half-hour throughout the school day, small groups of children

left their regular classrooms and came to this Center. Their classroom

teachers decided what kinds, of extra help they needed and assigned activities.

In,the Center, the Title I teacher and aides used recordcassette

tapes, talking alphabet cards, math games, card games, worksheets Itnd little

books to help the children learn. Many.of these materials were provided

by the Instructional Materials Center.

Title I reading and math programs were many and varied: They were

developed to meet' the specialized (Ads of students. -For a more detailed

description-of each project see the section on Evaluation SumTaries of

Individual Title I Projects, starting on page 28.

HOW ARE THE TITLE I PROGRAMS PLANNED?

Title I programd4have been planned and funded one year at a time, based

on approval of +a detailed Annual application submitted to the State of

Minnesota Department of Education, which has administered Title I funds for

23

q .0



(..,

the Federal governmient. The ,Office of Planning, Development and Federal

Programs of the.Minneapolis Public Schoolj'hsi cobrdinated tbe planning,

which hai involved the efforts of the principal and staff in every Target
.

public and participating non - publics hool, the Title I Pare Advisory. -

I V--

4
Committee; Area superintendents, and top administrative"sta f of the .

,,,

Minneapolis Schools. .(The Areas are groups of schools that were organized
, .

it
into decentralized planning and administrative units in,19T3-.74 with an

area superintendent responsible for the overall program,in eaeh,areab)

In addition to state and federal guidelines and suggestions of staffs
4

and-parents, a needs assessment has been conduCted each year. This sqption

describes the Parent. Advisory COmmittee,tthe needs. assessment procedures,

and'the number of'ctildren eligible to receive.Title I services.

Thd. Parent-Advisory Committee

The-Minn 4Potis Public School Parent Advis.or Committee (PAC) 'jas .

established in 1970, It hat grown from 8 members in 1970Ito 67 represen-

tatives and alternates in ;9/3-74. The PAC represented 25 public elementary

schools, 10 non-public-elementary schools, and 7 secondary public schools

in 1973-74.

Initially, 8 members were appointed by the Schools, Federal Programs,

with the ,help of administrators in tbe field. AdcordIng to the

PAC constitutfon,.all membert are selected by the principals dkparticipating

.schools of the Title ,I program. The members selected by a participating

school have consisted of one delegate and an alternate with only one

vote for each participating school, A delegate or alteAlate may consist of

1, 'a husband and wife combination. The term of office has been two,yeart.

The intent hat been to select PAC members who have children eligible

to receive Title I program assistance.. In 1973-74, more than half of the
(

PAC was composed of Title. I parents. No professional staff of the

Minneapolis Public Schools served as voting members of the PAC.

The objective of the committee has been to assist in planning, imple-

menting, and evaluating. Title I programs, using all available 'means and

lines of communication to help children eligible for Title I programs.

Eleven meetings were held between July 1, 1973and June 3T, 1974.

Meetings were held on the. third Wedneiday of each month. 'During the 1973-74

24.
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school year the av ge attendance at PAC.meetings was, 8. Minutes were
... 1 ...

kept anti,
.

.are,avallable for each meeting.. .

ow

4- A review of the dgenda.for the meetings, owed at the Committee

concerned itse2 with subjects such as Title'Lstudent'eligibility,
- .

budget, needs assessment; comparability, evaluation, goals and objpctives,

and Title I legislation. Inadditionx programs were visited and reported

on, and the-function and role Of thePAC was 4iscussed. In general, PAC

membets were deeply involved in all aspects ofthe Title ITrilgram. Each

member signed and -approved the Title I applicatiori for funas.

In Septembei7 1974,,all PAC members and.alternates were suryefe'ter--. 9

obtain information for improving, Title I programs and PAC activities; z-

k., Questionnaires were answered yanonmously: .
..anonymously:

Twenty-six'responses were' received. -This response appears to/represent
, .

about two7thirds to three-fourths oi' all regular committee participants; '.

spui alternates were not called on to attend meetings and-thus had 14ttle.

knowleOge about'FAC:activities. Eighty-one percent of the respondents were
.

regular members; 19% were alternates. f ;

. .
Three out of four respondents said they had attended all, or.nearly

all, PAC meetings during the year. Fifty - three' visits were reported,

covering sixteen sites. . .

G

Ing9eral, responding PAC members appeared, to havela favorable view

of the Minneapolis Title I program. More than eight out of ten members \

ieported that they had a clear understanding of the purpose of the PAC -

and that they had a good picture of the Title I program operating in the

-school they represented.
0

PAC member reactions describing likes, dislikes, and suggestion's for

improvement are ,givan in Appendix A.

Needs Assessment

All children in `Title I schools in OctobeE 1973 were assessed by their
,

Classroom teaches to determine if they were eligible to receive Titl

program benefits,. Each teacher used the State Wide kleeds AssessmentL.Forms

developed by the Titld I Office of the State or Minnesota,Department of

Education. '

,,

.

. \
. .. ,

,'"The form'hadfour categories: achievement test scores in re-a-.d11i-and
, .

math, teacliler judgment of pupils' reading and math status, tea hers ratings

of pupils' work habits, and teacher ratings of pupils' behavior and

adjustment. Each of the judgment categories had 4 four point scale on

17,
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which teachers rated EC; Child to be excellent, average,' poor or serious;
,

Test scores accounted fo;1 up to 30 'points while-tpacherS' Judgment
,

of reading and math' status accountee for up to 60 point's. WOriChabits

and :6ehavior/i3.dju.stment, had e: maximum-.of, 10 points Assigned.'"It was
't .

thepossible for a child to have a maximum score. of 100 on the baits- of0

-.weightings ,assign-ed to each category. Thus,, teacher, judgmelit: was the
i

major determining .factor in. the': needs assessment, accounting ,,for up to "
--- ,

70%:Q the total index. In gradeft K.-4 test scores were got includO, in

/
the index; teacher. Sudgmenk was the sole determining factor' .

0 o ,.0
. ".

.., .
4 , It sample of thq form. used for gis,des 5-6- is shown on padet 19 and 202--.. . . ,

Any ttudent iwho'received a score of 35 or more. wars eligible fcir ,

---

ITitle 1 program benefits,

a

e..

18

26

4



N
E
E
D
S
 
A
S
S
E
S
S
M
E
N
T
 
W
O
R
K
S
H
E
E
:
 
l
a
t
e
r
n
e
d
'
i
a
t
e
 
G
r
a
d
e
s

N
a
m
e
 
o
f
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
D
i
s
t
r
i
c
t

A
t
t
e
n
d
a
n
c
e
 
A
r
e
a
 
(
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
)

.

N
a
m
e
 
o
f
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r

°
P
u
b
l
i
c

N
a
m
e
 
o
f
 
T
e
s
t
 
(
C
o
l
u
m
n
 
3
)

F
o
r
m
 
U
s
e
d

N
o
r
m
 
U
s
e
d

3

I
-

.
,

F
2
4
7
4
3
 
(
1
-
7
3
)

A
o
l
e
e
n
d
i
x

E

N
o
n
-
P
u
b
l
i
c

w
.

(
c
t
i
e
c
k
 
o
n
e
)

D
a
t
e
 
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
e
d

G
r
a
d
e

,

N
a
m
e
'
o
f
 
c
h
i
l
d

o
r
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
"
-

F
i
l
e
 
N
u
m
b
e
r

.
-
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
l
i
t
 
T
e
a
t
,
,
E
q
p
r
e
a

.
,
,
T
a
c
h
e
r
 
J
u
d
g
e
m
e
n
t
-

'
,
0
1
l
i
s
t
a
9
i
s
,
:
,
.
,
t
e
,

7-
,

.
-

o
-
.
.
.

.
.
1
4
r

B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
 
&

A
d
j
u
s
t
m
e
n
t

,p

N
u
t
r
i
t
i
o
n

H
e
a
l
t
h

S
t
a
t
u
s

.

C
o
m
p
o
s
i
t

S
c
o
r
e

G
r
a
d
e
 
a
s
 
o
f

S
e
p
t
e
m
b
e
r
 
1

:
,

.

9
u
r
r
e
n
t

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
y
e
a
r

.

L
a
s
t

.
.

F
i
r
s
t

A
t
 
o
r
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
g
r
a
d
e

le
ve

l
(
0
)
 
,

L
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n

1'
f
u
l
l
 
y
e
a
r

b
e
l
b
w
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
l
e
v
e
l

(
0
)

B
e
t
.
 
1
&
2
 
y
r
s
.
 
b
e
l
o
w
 
g
r
a
d
e

l
e
v
e
l

(
7
)

M
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
2
 
y
r
s
.
 
b
e
l
o
w

g
r
a
d
e
 
l
e
v
e
l

'
(
1
5
)

E
x
c
e
l
.
 
'
1
,
0
5
-

A
v
g
.

(
0
)

P
o
o
r
 
.
(
1
5
)

S
e
r
i
o
u
s

(
3
0
)

.
,

.

_

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

T
E

xc
el

,':
11

10
A
v
g
.
 
1
,
 
1
0
)

.L
P
o
o
r

(
1
5
)

S
e
r
i
o
u
s
(
3
0
)

.
-

.

i
M
a
t
h

. :
St

a
A
v
g
.

.
L
 
,
W

,
q
,
5
*

P
o
t
i
r
'

(3
).

.
2
'
%
S
e
r
i
o
u
 
(
5
)
.

,

:2
 ..

,..
:1

,, 
(0

)
A
u
g
.
.

'
 
t
o

P
o
o
r

(
3
)
'

S
e
r
i
.
C
l
u
s
(
5
)

E
tte

r 
-a

t
h
e
d
k
 
=

m
a
r
k
 
1
1
=
-

t
h
e
r
e
 
i
s

a
 
s
e
r
i
o
u
s

P
r
P
t
g
e
m
-
'

- 
Su

m
a
l

1
T
;
r
:
'
,
-
.

;
h
e
i
g
h
t

v
a
l
u
e
r

k
5

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

1
M
a
t
h

C
O
m
p
R
a
r
e
h
e
n
s
i
o
n

1
 
C
o
m
p
u
t
a
t
i
o
n

a
S
c
o
r
w
e
b
l v
a
l
u
e

I

c
)
S
c
o
r
e

14
'

-
.

.

A
.,

0
V

)

-f t. `,.-...-,
,

.

.
4



:4/0*

piRECTIONFORr!APPENDIX E

Nei.eds AsSeatiMfoni:Werkeheet (Intermediate Gtagen 5 Ind 6)

r:olumal.

Column 2

t44/

_____ ,,

linter the grade placement of the child at the time this
'i:lessment is being made. :, .

0 -

Entee the name of the
o
child in order

by iastname..
. .

:

Column 3 Enter the IpprOhriate value for reeding comprehension.,and.

mathematic.rompitation. For child who,, according,to

1the test scores., is more than' 2 ears below grade level
d lialueoof ',16would be recorded in the apptoppiate column.
The "child who)iaa a score between 1 and 2 years below.,
grade level a value of 7 would be recordedim the appropri.;

e ate column.

Column 4 This column should reflect the teachers evaluation of the
childi.s progress in Reading and Math as recorded on hi8
report card. A failing nr unsatisfactory,grade would be
considered a serickiis problem and a value of 30 would be

ferorded and.the next"tdfailing Would be considered poor

and needs improvement aiid a vaiue,of a5 would be recorded.

Column ',- Enter the value score, that best describes the child.
cnn9ider such items as participatioAdn'tlesa activities,
use of study times, 'accuracy and neatness. -

Enter the value score that imet AScribes.the O110.,
Consider such items as dependability.* initiative,
'courtesy and distractability.

1.6 -

A cheek mark here indicates that.the health status of
the fgmily.and/or the child may of enough eduiatiqnal

significancegnificance to: interfere with

attainment.

Column

Column'?

Columna8

d

Enter'the sum of the valuesAssignekto the child in
'.columns .3 thru 6 as the composite score. sa

' Srhools-that-dan justify a Title I
,.and desire to include target child
the 5th grade must use the Appendi
needs dbsr....,-ment fot the applitabl

indic,,..es that the needs of all id

in glades are bei

20
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etogram beyond the 5th grade.
An in their pfogram above
E form in conducting.the
grades. Jfttification..

ntified target-children
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.Children Eligible to Receive Title. I Services

Thq definition of ad Title I eligible child is confusing to many

people. Eligitilti:y was determined. by two factors: the ,income level of

the school thiblthild attended and the child's own academic standing.

Title.1-17sIchools were identifiedtfirst. of the percentage of low

incomefamilies in the school attendance area was greaterC thin the
.

percentage of low Shcome-'''families throughout.: the city, then the school
. .

called a "Title I School."
,

.Notall children who attended a Title-I school were eligible to

receive Title I services. Only those children in Title I schools who
\.1

were :educationally disadvantaged' received such services. The needs

assessment was used to identify educationally disadvantaged children.

Children with a needs assessment index of 35jurclabove were considered

educationally

tionof standarAzed test scores and teachers' ratings.
4*

Table 2 shows that in 1973-74, there were 10,597 children eligible

to receive Title I services. .'his number represented all educationally

'

disadvantaged in 1973=74. The index was based on a combina-

disadvantaged children. who attended schools which were designated as

Title ',schools.

(It should be clear that not all ationally diSadvantaged

were served by Title I. An educationally disadvantaged child who did not

attend,a Title rschool could not e served with Title I funds. In similar

fachion, many poor children were served by Title I. If a poor child

was not educationally disadvantaged, he could not receive Title I services,

even if he attended a Title I school. Educationally disadvantaged poor

children who did not attend Title I schoOls did not receive Title I,services.)

Table 2 also shOws that 9,058 (85%) of the 10,597 educationally

disadvantaged children in Title I school had problems in readin -- according

to their teachers. Slightly fewer, 8,523 or 80%, had problems in math.

These 'percentages are not mutually exclusive; most Title I eligible students

had problems in toth reading and mathematics.

Two-thirds of all Title I eligible,children were in grades K-6.

21
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a

0
0 Table 2-

4

Number of Title I Students by Grade and
Program for 1973 -7'

-/

Those Those
T tal Eligible Eligible

T tie I for for
Grade Level S dentsa Reading ProgranP Math Program

c

K. 942

1 '1,060

o .1 2 1,150

3, 940

4 % 1,040.

4 886

6 1,056

7 1,395

8 1,194

9

Total

934

10,5 97

ti

446 .409

988. 930

1,043 938

863. 809

. 926 931

821 821

937 893

1,109 990

1,076 994

4. V- 810 808

9,058 5T-523

Represents those students who had a Title I needs index of 35 4r above

b
litho vRepresents those student litho had title index of 35 or above and

who were judged poor or t rious in reading by their teacherg..

c
Represents those students who had a Title I index of 351above and
who were judged poor or serious in'math by their teachers.

22 .
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THE TITLE ,t STAFF

During 1973-74, 173.6 staff positions and 49 full and parttiMe teacher

aides were,funded by the Title I program in the Minneapolis schoolsq. An

additional-10 staff positions and 32 full and parttime aides were funded

by Title I in the parochial schools, Table 3 shows the types of personnel

employed and the schools in which they wereemployed.

Forty-two percent of the staff positions were occupied by .supplementary

reading and mathsteadheis., Most of the aides employed ,in the parochial

schools were parttime employees.

Teacher aides assisted classroom teachers in non - instructional and

'instructional classroom activities and performed liaison duties between

the school and the community. They took attendance, corrected pap

listened to pupils read, and helped st ents individually "and in grips.

Instructional activities occurred under.the supervision of a certified

teacher.

Supplementary teachers diagnosed specific needs oPTitle I children

in cooperation with the regular classroom teacher. Supplementary teachers

planned inditidualized Iirograms for each Child in reading, math, and

language,development. They supervised and assisted 0.des, developed supple-

mentary activities to aid children in bb.sic skills and conducted in-service

training for teachers.

'sob descriptions for aides, supplementary -teachers and all other

Title I personnel listed In,the Table can be found in the 1973-74,

Title I project application.
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EVALUATION. OF TITLE I -FrROJECTS

This section deacribes approachesto evaluating Title I projects and

the Title I program in Minneapolis in 197344-> ,

A, distinction is made between programs and troJects. The Title I

program refers to the total, continuing effort to provide compensatory

education to Tim., I eligible ch en in Minneapolis. Title 1 projects

are, specificities devoted to one aspect of the Title I program,

e.g. the Mobile Learning Centerkl

Who Evaluates the Title I Program and Projects?

Most Title I evaluation studies are conducted by the Research and

6alUstI.Oil Department (R and E) of the Minneapolis PubliC Schools. This

Department has emphasized the evaluation of long range program impact,

The Department seeks-to answer the question: does Title I really make a
,

difference in the achieirement of children? Descriptive and evaluative

studies of individual projects are also performed by the R and E Department.

Administrtiv liindependent of the Office of Planning, Development

0,

and Federal Progra theirand E DIpartment receives Title I funds to

hire staff and to co tract evaluators.

Monitors, working out-of the Office of Planning, Development and

Federal Programs, perform certain evaluation activities. Their job is

to see that'the program operations are carriedout in accordance with
c)

State, Federal and local guidelines and regulations. a

The Title I Parent Advisory Committee also plays a role in evaluation.

is committee reviews all evaluation reports and observes Title I projects

in action. As the Parent Advisory Committee moves to individual school

committee operations in 1975 a new evaluation committee will be fored.

At times external evaluators are contracted to conduct or assist

with evaluations.

What Gets Evaluated? 110

Each year, the schooldistrict submits an application for Title'I funds

to the state. The application contains specific program objectives, stated

in such a way that progress toward these objectives can be measyred. (A

general plan for, evaluation is also submitted.

26
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In 1973-74, considerable discussion about the objectives and the-

evaluation plan took place. The original objectives were rewritt &i

August'1973. The evaluation plan was still being discussed in March 1974.,

Eventually, agreement'to foil the state guidelines, which called for

using the needs assessment iz ex as a measure of program impact; was

. reached.

The next three sections describe results of various program and

project evaluations. First, results of a number of specific project

evaluations are given. Next, progress.toward program goals for. 1973-74

is given followed by an analisis of long range achievement in the TitJ I

schools. Finally, two measures of program operations or processes'are
6

reported. These Three atdtions give a picture of project, proglpm, Land

operational or management impact..
-)

0
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C

EVALUATION' SUMMARIES OF INDIVIDUAL TITLE 'I PROJECTS'

o.
This section of the report presents*the evaluation results for.ten

Title I projects. Sixoof the projects seivedstudents'at specific

locations, while two projects were centralized services that operated
o

. in Title I Schools throughout the city. One project did not serve

students directly but developed math materials and one project operated

in ten partichialichOpls that received Title I fund in 1973-74.. ,

Other components funded by Title i in 1973-74 were not evaluated

and, thus were not included in this section. Because a three year studir

of the Minneapolis Title'I Reading Program was completed in,1972-73 it

was felt that it was not necessary to evaluate. the Primary and Intetmediate

Beading Programs and the Instructional Materials Center (IMO) in 1973-74.

Elementary Compensatory Services, which were specific compensatory education'

programs that operated in each of the 25 Title I elementary schools, were

also not evaluated. Instead, evaluation activities 1.0 the elementary

program area we're focused on centralized services or projects that

served Title I students from many schools.

In order to familiarize the reader with each project, a four part

format, is used. It includes a PROJECT PROFILE, an OVERVIEW of the

project, my EVALUATION FINDINGS, and a BIBLIOGRAPHY. Projects'are 4,

listed alphabetically. N
P

The PROJECT PROFILE provides a brief outline of tie. project.. It

gives the names of the evaluator and the project administrator, and

the address and telephone. number of the projeCt. It also tells what
.

grade levels were served by the project; how many students and schools

participated, how,long the project has been in operation, how many and

what k

)
nd of staff the project had,, the amount of Title I fUnds allocated

to th project in 1973-74 and the cost per pupil. Some projects received
, .

flinding Irouli sources other than Title I so the amount of Title I funds
,

listed in the project profile should not be interpreted as the total

, . buolget in all instances. Similarly, the estimated cost per pupil was

derived by dividing the amount of Title I funds by the number of Pupils,

and is not necessarily an accurate reflection of a project's total cost
_

per pupil. )

The goals and history of the project are summarized in the OVERVIEW.

The KEY FINDINGS section of Ae project report reviews the evaluation

28
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results for the 1973-74; and, in most cases, _for previous years. The

evaluation reports fromwhich the key findings were derived are listed

in a BIBLIOGAPHYat the end of each project report. Readers interested

in obtaining these reports should write to:

Research Evallyktion Department'
Minneapo is Public Schools
807 N. E. Broadway
Minneapolis, MN 55413

*10
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BASIC iKILL C

'PrOjeCt Admitistrator:

PROJECT PROFILE

Mary C. Kasbohm 4

Evaluation by: Sara H. Clark, Research and Evaluation. Department

CT

Project'Locations:

Telephone Numbers:

North Basic Skill Center
I306,PIyMouth Avenue North
South Basic Skill Center
2500 Park Avenue South

(612) 521-7694 (North)

(612) 339-8839 (South)

Grades Served 4 - 9

No. of Pupils Served:

No. of Schools Served:

595

22

No. of Years in Operation: 6,

Staff: Professional 5, Paraprofessional 36, Clerical 3

Title I Funds: 4136,248

Cost Per Pupil: $229

OVERVIEW

Two Basic Skill Cepters, one on the near North Side, the other on the South

Side, were set up in 1968 to help inner city students improve their reading

skills. The Centers have been supported 4or the most part by local school

board funds although ESEA Title I Auks have provided for the teacher aides.

The goals of the program have ipcluded,remediation of sub-skill weaknesses,

achievement of functional reading levels, and raising the rate of reading

growth of children in Target Area schools. Since 1970 the Centers have selected

the most disabled readers in these schools, and have developed a new curricultm.

P Individualized instruction'is provided for grades,4 - 9 using a multi-
./medxa approach. Materials by the Centers'. staff have been used in conjunction

with commercially produced programs during the developmental period. In 1973-74

the Basic Skill Centers Reading Program was used exhsively.



A

Basic Skills Centers (Cont.)

KEY FINDINGS

STILIZ 1968

1..t .9 .

Scol Year

Summer 196?,

1969 -10(

School Year

1970-71

The Centers opened for partial operation. The Sullivan Programmed

Reading materials (Behavioral Research Laboratory) were used 'with

enrichment programs developed by Center staff.

Gains apparently favored the Experimental group, but generally

children in both EXperimental and Control groups. were further

behind at the.end of the year. Vocabulary results favored the

Control group. There was no control for regression.

Primary Achievement Tests were used..

Stanford

There was no control groUp, but attendance and Sullivan Books

completed correlated significantlyTwith Paragraph Meaning

Achievement Test scores when pretest differences were controlled.

Possible sampling bias occurred with only 28% of students

4

available for testing.

aiins were not high for either the Ekperimentalor Control groups.

VOCabulary gains favored Control group. South Center gains were

significantly higher than gains made by North Center students.

The Sullivan Placement Test wasfound to be functioning inappro-

priately.

Originally, intact classrooms had Venaed the Centers. In 19701-71

individual children with the -greatest need for help were selected.

The Stanford Achievement Testi, used since 1968, were discontinued

and the Gates-Madainitie Achievement Tests were used.

Pre-post test results were obtained from 460 of the 701 studenti

who received services from the Centers. Their average length of

attendance at'the Basic Skill Centers was six months. These

students made substantial gains in.Reading Comprehension and

Vocabulary. About seven out of ten children in this group made

wins of one year or more'during the _six month time span. Learning

rate of the Centers'
.

students was better than expected for these

educationally disadvantaged children who were initially two to

three,years below grade level.

Individually administered tests yielded results which were similar

to results from group testing.

31
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Basic Skills Centers (Cont.)
#

1971-72 Services were provided for 675 students. Two-thirds Of the 501

students with complete testing data made gain$ equal to or greater

than expected fok average children in the grade level-Al at which

tEkr were working: According to questionnaire responses, the

Centers were viewed,very fivorably by parents' home school
.

teachers, and the participating sadents.

1972-73' Test results were obtained for 384 of the 604 students who attended

the Centers. The grade equivalent gains were well above what, would

have been expected for average children working.atthe grade levels

specified in the GatessMacGinitie (Comprehension) and itanford

Primary Achievement (Word Study Skills) Tests which Werethe

measuring instruments. About 70% of the students made grade'
0

1973-74

__=
equivalent gains on Gates Tests greater_tluirrexpeeted. for the pre-

us*

,post span of six months. two-thirds -6f the pupils made sueh'gainsoon the Stanford tests.-
- :

ervines- were provided. for 595 public school pupils. Of the 190

students- tested with theGates-MacGinitiel u vel B, Comprebenlion

Test, 81% silwed gains of seven or more mohths for the seven -months

they were on roll. 'Of the 195;pupils tested at the'C level,. 925,_

gained six or more months/in their average time of six months

between the pre- and posttests. The median grade equivalent

gains were 1.6 for the\B level testing and'1.7 for theYt level.

The.staff0develpped Basic Skill Centers Reading. Program, Was near-

ing completion. It'provided all the curricullim materials for the

Centers as well as supplementary materials for hoMe andichool use.

Clark, S. P. Basic Skill Centers Evaluation& September 1969 - June 1971.
Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools,' 1971.

Clark, S. H. Basic Skill Centers Of Minneapolp. 1971-72.
Minneapolis Public Schools, Becetber 1972.

Minnealolis:

An Evaluation.Clark, S.M. Basic Skill Centers of Minneapolis. 1972-73
Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, January 1974.

Clark; S. H. Basic Skill Centers of Minneapolis. 1973-74.
Minneapolis Public Schools, NoveMber,1974.
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BRYANT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL CONOENTRATEBEDUCATION CENTEM..

Project Administrator:

Eyaluation by:

Project L9cation:

Telephone Number:

Grades Served:

No, of Pupils SerVed:

No, of Schools Served:

No of Years in Operation:

Staff:

Title I Funds;

Cost Per Pupil:

PROJECT PROFILE

Melvin West, Principal

.Thomas.MeCormick, contracted evaluator

Bryant Junior High School
3737 Third Avenue,South

(612) 822-3161

7 - 8

483

1

5

,Professional 8, Paraprofessional 15,0Clerical 2

$277
CJ

OVERVIEW.

A Concentrated Education Center (CEC) was created at Bryant Junior High

School with Title I and local funds in 1969 to provide remeaial,basic skills

instruction for economically and educationally disadvantaged students. In

1973-74, 483 of the 798 students -"n rolled at the school were eligible to receive
°

Title I program benefits.

Title I funds were used to hire additional Special Learning and havior

Problems (SLBP) teachers, tutors and teacher aides; and to develop s cial

basic skills instructional programs.

33
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Bryant Junior High (Cont.)

KEY FUDINGS.

1972-73 The Gates-MacGinitie Betiding Vocabulary aid COmprehension Tests

and the Minneapolis Arithmetic Computretion Test were administered

to students in mid - September Dad mid-May. Thus, an eight month

grade equivalent gain 'might. have been expected from the average, or

typical,. student. Only the pre- and posttest scores of seventh 0

and eighth graders pho attended Bryant 'he entire'ye6r were

analyzed. Simip.ar test data were not available for sixth or

ninth graders.

Q.

"F.

The Title I eligible seventh graders did not do particularly well
, -

on the, Vocabulary Test. As a group, they made a five month gain

on Survey D ofthe Gates-MacGinitie Vocabulary Test. However,

the. Title I eighth graders gained six months'on the.more difficult.

Survey E of the same test. Students in both grades made excellent

progress 6n the Reading Comprehension Test. The Title I seventh

graders. gained 1.2 years and the eighth. graders, 1.7 years.

Students made less than average gains on the. Minneapolis Arithmetic

Computation Test. While national norms do not exist to measure

student progress on this test, Bryant student test results were

.compared to citywide percentile' norms. Both the Title I seventh

ancreighth graders gained about six raw score points on the 33

item testa Tiowever,In both grades the student' .percentile
1

standings qpclined compared, with other Minneapolis students.

1973774 An evaluation.was made by Bryant staff memberi.

gains were similar to those made in 1972=73:

Achievement test

M6Cormick, T. An Analysis of Bryant Jmnior High School Student Heading and
Math A.chievement, 1972-73. Minneafblis: Minneapolis Public Schools,
Nove*ber 1973.
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C BRYANT YOUTH EDUCATIOIM SUPPORT CENTER

Project Administrator:

Evaluation by:

Project Loceition:

Telephone Number:

Grades geyed:

No. of Pupils ,Served:.

No. of Schoo18-Serm4:

No. of Years in Operation:

Staff:

Title I Funds: 0

Cost Per Pupil:

\ft0ECT PROFILE

Thomas- Kitto

Robert Bergeth, Research and EVhluation Department

Bryant YES Center
2633 Fourth Avenue

(612) 870-0101

7 - 9

30

3

6

South

0_

Professional 5, Paraprofessional

$100,96o

$3i333::

3, Clerical l.

I.OVERVIEW

The Bryant Youth Educational Support Center (YES) was established in 1968

tbtough the combined efforts of the school ,",coNmunity and industry to meet the

needs of junior high school students who were socially maladjusted and/or

academically underachieving. The Center is located an area with many socio-

economic problems.

Generally the students referred to the Center 'have been two to four years

below grade level in basic skills achievement. Many hale4 exhibited severe anti-
.

social behavior. The primary objectives of the Center staff have been to provide

7 basic skills remedial instruction, modify inappropriate behavior and explore

long-term goals.

Conventional grades have not been used. However, behavioral objectives*

based on demonstrated acaaemic performance were written for each student. Students

to achieved their objectives received course credit, students who d idn't try

received no credii.

F
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Bryant YES tenter ,

KEY FINDINGS

Cont.)

1971-1972 Forty -seven of -the -50 students enrolled'at the Center during the

year were tested inisid-October 1971 and mid -May

'4 The students made excellent progress in reading. They made an

average grade equivalent of 1.Y on the Gates-MacGinitie

_Vocabulary: Test and 1.5-on the Word Meaning Test over the seven,

7 Month period. Only ti-ciiee'of the 47 students had grade equivalent

gain6 of less than seven Months on the Vocabulary Test and only

six bad grade equivalent gains of less than seven. months on-the

Word Meaning Test. The students'made,.an average grade equiVhlent

,gain of 1.2 on the GateaMaoGinitle Comprehension Test and 1.5' on

the Stanford Achievement'Paragraph Meaning Test.' Again, 'only a

few students made less than:the expected seven month gain'onLbAh'

tests,

The students also &ade good, if not excellent, progress- in Aritha

metic Computation Skills, Understanding Arithmetic Concepts and

Arithmetic ,k6plication. In all three areas, the average student

made a grade equivalent gain of y.O.

The students continued to make\excellent gains. 41Thirty-nine

students were tested witlithe same achievement tests used in

1971..72. There was a si month period between the pretest and

the posttest.

The students made average gains in Vocabulary of one and-a half

months and two months on the Word Meaning Test for each month

they were in the pregtam. in Reading Comprehension, the stndenta

made 1.8 months gain for each month in the program And 2.2 months

on the Paragraph Meaning Test. Results for Arithmetic Computation

were 1.8 months gain for each month in the program, 1.8 for

Arithmetic Concepts, and 2.3 months for Arithmetic Application.

1973-74 Evaluationresults indicated that forrthe.thir, straight mathe

students made good progre p in reading and mat .

.t

A , -,.

The. students made or exceeded the expected grade equivalent glifil

of .7'on.5 of the 6 standardized achieVement tests they took.

to Greater than average-gains were made in Vocabulary 4.84 Word
J.?

'36
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Bryant. YES Center (Cont.)

Meaning (.8), Paragraph Meaning (1.5), Arithmetic toucepts,(.7),

afid Arithmetic Applications (1.5). The students didn't make the

expected gains in Reading Comprehensici (.5).

Bergeth, R. L, AnA:sisafthnggmrr.StudtReaandMath
Growth 1971-1972. 4Minneapolis: .Minneapolis Public Schools, August 1972.

.Pergeth, R. L. Rini:ant-YES Center Student Reading and Math Growth, 1972-71.

Minneapolis: Minneapolis.PUblic Schools, October 1973.
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EMLISH BASIC SKILLS

o

PROJECT PROFILE

Project Administrator: Adeline O. Marty

,

Evaluation by:

Project Location:

c?

Telephone lumber:

Grades Served:

No. of Pupils Served:

No. of Schools Served:

No. of Years in Operation:

Suiff:

Title I Funds:

Cost Per Pupil:,

Sra H. Clark, Research and Evaluation Department

Phillips Junior High School
2218 Thirteenth Avenue, South

(612)1335-3158, ext. 22

7 9

268

1

5
/*N. v

Professional 2.7, Paraprofessional 3.5, Clerical.0

$57,276

'$214

OVERVIEW

This program started in 1969-70 whed Job Corps reading materials were

initially used by 350 pupils in 7th and 8th grade English classes at Phillips

Junior High. This sysiematizea program of materials supplemen$ed the regular

curriculum and was used about three periods a week in each of the participating

classes. The major goal of the program has been to bring the reading level of

underachievers closer to grade level. Gates- MaiGinitie Vocabulary and Compre-

hension Tests have been used as, standardized measures of achievement. 1

In 1970-71 another Job Corps Program, Language and Study Skills (LASS),

was added in the 8th and 9th grades for those pupils with a reading level of

at least the fifth month of the fifth wide. This program, using film strips,

tapes, and worksheets, also supplemented the, regular curriculum ab.out three

days alfeek. The Gates-MacGilitie Reading Tests have been used for evaluation.

The project has remained essentially unchanged since1970-71.

313
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English Basic Skills (Cont.)

KEY FINDINGS

1969-71 Fo;pal evaluations were not conducted. According to tests

given in the classrooms and teacher judgment, thd program was

aworthwhile addition to the regular curriculum.

1971-52, Despite a highly transient population, gains were obtaindd for

60% of the 305 students involvdd. Sixty percent of those

0 students made grade eqUivalent gains in Comprehension as

great or, greater than might have been expected for the lengbh

of instruction. Forty-three percent made similar gains-on Wm-)

abulaty Tests.

1972-73 Greater gains were made on Comprehension Tests than on VoCabularY

Tests. ,The'8th and 9th graders in thelengUage and Study Skills

'(uss) program shoVed expected gains in Comprehension, but were

below average in Vocabulary gains. The students, primarily from

the 7th and 8th grades, who made use of the Job Corps Graded

4 1973-7

N

Reading Program, showed greater gains than they-had the year before,

especially on the Comprehension Tests. Gain sco s were obtained

for 60% of the 429 students,who were assigned the program at

any time during the school year.

Gain cores were aghin obtained for-60% of the 268 Title I

students in thiS program who received no Other special reading

assistance during-t year. Comprehension gains were greater than
4, 2-

expected for the pre- posttest span of_six to !yen months, The

8th grade LASS students shoWed the greatest median gain (1.8)

whereas the 9th grade LASS students sho*ed the smallest (.8).

The 8th grade students fell below expectation on the Vocabulary

Tests while the 7th and 9th graders showed median4ghins as great

or greater thht'mightlaave been expected though these gaihs were-

not as large as the overall Comprehension gains.

) Clark, S. H. and Marty, A. 0, Job Corps Reading Program, Phillips Junior High

Schopl,_ Minneapolis, 1971-72. Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools,

January 1973.
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LINCOLN LEARNING CENTER

Project Administrator:.

Evaluation by:

ProSect Locatibn:

Telephone Number:

Grades Served: -

PROJECT PROFILE

Duane RaMbeig

Robert Bergeth Research and Evaluation Department

Lincoln Learning Ce ter.
1225 Plymouth Avenue North

(612) 521-4741

7 - 9

No. of Pupils Served: 60

No. of Schools Served: 6

NO. of Years in Operation: .9

Stiaff: 'Profeasional 7, Paraprofessiftal 3) Clerical'l

1 Title I Funds: $38,882

t. --Cost Per Pupil: , $648

OVERVIEW

The Lincoln Learning Center was established as a school for junior high age

boys who were having difficulty adjusting to typical classrooms. All students

have been one or move years below grade level in reading, math or both.

The Center staff emphasized basic skills instruction, career education and

social development. Each.student was given daily objectives in each of his

classes. The degree to which he accomplished his objectives determined

his success in school: Students who did not'complete their objectives were given

individual contracts suitable to their needs. These contracts, whip covered social

as well as academic behavior, were completed at each student's own rate.

A unique feature of the Center has teen the heavy involvement of business

and industry. A number of companies have contributed considerable finan4a1

support as well asamaterial'items and technical assistance.

48
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Lincoln Learning Centers {Coat.)'

KEYTINDINGS

1972-73 The Metropolitan Achievement Tests, Elementary Battery, weke

administered to 52 students when they entered ttelSenter and

when they left. The average student was enrolled for six months.

Thus,asixmonthgradeequiValentgainmighthave been expected

if a student performed typically.

Students made good progress in Word Knowledge and Reading Achieve-

ment Comprehension. They gained six months on the-Word Knowledge

. Test and eight months on the Reading Test. On the Spelling and

Arithmetic Computation Tests, the students mules grade equivalent

gain of .5. However, an the Word Discrimination and Arithmetic

Problem Solving Tests, the average gain was three months.

0
,.1973 -74 Each student was given the Metropolitan Achievement TOst

Elementary Battery, at the,beginning and end of the-schoo year.

The students made good progress in Word Knowledge and Word Dis- -

crimination. They made 1.6 and 1.3 months gain'for each month in
P .

the program, respectively. -The students made .9 months gain in.

Spelling and .7 months gain in Reading.

In Arithmetic Computation, they made 2 months gain for the seven

months in the program. Similarly, they made only one month gain

in Arithmetic Problem Solving and Concepts for the seven months

in the program.

1'

Bdrgeth, R. L. An. Extlawiliecollodent.oessin
Basic Skills. 1972-73. Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, October 1973.

Ramberg, D. and McCormick, T. Lincoln Learning Center Project Director's Report,

2572-73. Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, October 1973.
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MaT2iMATICS,BAS1C bKILLS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Project Leaders:

Evaluation by

Project Office:

PROJECT PROFILE

Diana L. HestwOOd

Earl E. Orf

Sara H. Clark, Research and Evaluation Departure

Lehmann Educational Center'
1006"West Lake Street

Telephone Number: (612) 348-4052

Grades Served: 7 - 12

No. of Pupils Served:' Not applicable.{

No. of SChools Served: Nob applicable

No: of Years in Operation: 4

Staff: Profesliional 1,1, Paraprofessional 0, Clerical 1

,
Title I Funds:

I

n4,552

Cost Per,PUpil: Not appropriate for this project

IS

OVERVIEW"

The objective of this project, begun in 1970, was to develop and use an

instructional system which would enable poorly. motivated, ].ow achieving junior-

high students to learn basic mathematical concepts and skills. More than 230

precise behavioral objectives covered computational skills in whole numbers,

fractions,-decimals, percents and measurements. Mathematics teachers in the

Target Area junior high schools participated in all phases of the project. The

teachers selected and defined objectives, wrote instructional booklets and supple-

mentary niaterials, and finally 'tried and tested the units with theirstudentn. An

instructional unit was considered successful if more than 50% of the students whb
,

studied it achieved mastery (85% or more'correct) on a criterion- referenced post-

test. Title I Guidelines required that at least 50% of the pup\ls attain the

'project's objectives in order for project funding to be continued.



Mathematics Basic Skills (Cont.)

CEY FINDINGS

O

1970 -71 By the end of the school Tear, three of the newly developed units

had been used in classrooms. About 200 students were involved.'

The evaluation of the first year of the project's operation, by

an independent evaluator, concluded, "A.11 test'results were

positive and at least indicate an exciting potential for the

developmeptcof materials,to support the mathematics curriculum."

1971-72 In the second-year of tlr'project, 1,274 individual booklets (10

different units) were used by 586 students who w4re'mostiy. in the

7th and 8th grade Booklets Were,assigned to those students who

we deficient in 'certain basic mathematical skills. Eight of the

ten instructional unitscmet the criteria of having at least 50% of

the students achieve. mastery. Mastery was defined as scoring 85%

or better on a posttest.

-
Writing teams of mathematics teachers made use of test item analysis

'hot"only for the revision of the two weaker units and tests, but

also fOr minor revisions in'thesucdessful materials.

1972-73', More-than 2;100. students completed'6,937 booklets in 11 instructional

units. At least 50% of the students who participated in each unit-

achieved mastery (scored 85% or better on a unit posttest). The

percentage of students achieving mastery ranged from 52% on the unit .

dealing with Aea Measurement to 85% on the unit dealing with

Division of Fractions'. All of the students had been below the

mastery level on diagnostic tests of these mathematics basic skills. N
. Four additional units were given preliminary. trials. Probable-

"-
revision was indicated for two of the four units.

°The project was expanded to include Target Area senior high schools

as well as other inner city school locations. Thirty-eight teachers

made use of the units developed by,the project.

SevA additional units were developed during the y9ar. Three of

them, Percent 2, Metric Capacity, and Area of Parallelograms and

Triangles, were not completed until late in the school year hence

the number of students who used them was too small to provide

reliable data. THe,units Which received more extensive tryouts

1973-74,
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Mathematics Basic Skills (Cont.) .

and the percentages of students who achieved mastery on them

were: Dividing Whole Numbers, Standard Algorithm (67%), Whole

Number' Equations '(70%), Percentl (54%), and Metric Temperature

(51%).

A-N ,

Twenty -four teachers. at ten public schools and one parochial

school cooperated in the field testin of the new units.

\-sc

Prev ausly developed' materials were made available to non-
,

Title hools in Minneapolis andto schools elsewhere_at

low cost. Another major activity.)of the project was assisting

teachers in implementing an individualized learning-system using

project materials.'

Educational Management Services, Inc. An Evaluation of the Minneapolis Mathematics
Basi,c Skills Development Project. Minneapolis: Educational Management Services
Inc., 1971.

Clark, S. H., Hestwood, D. and-Orf, E. Mathematics Basic Skills Development PrbJect
° 1971-72. Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public' Schools, Apdil 1973.

Clark, S. H. tathematicirBasic Skills Development PrOect, Minneapolis. 1972-73.
'Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, April 1974.
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MATHEMATICS PROGRAM ELEMENTARY)

1.-

Project Leaders:

Evaluation by:

-Project'Office:

Telephone Ntmber:

Grades Served:

No. of Pupils Served:

No. of Schools Served:

No. of Years in Operation:-

Staff: .

Title I Funds:

Cost Per Pupil:

PROJECT PROFILE

Elmer A. Koch, Jr., Administrator/Consultant
'Jean Hoffman, Coordinating Resource Teacher

Sara H. glark, Research and Evaluation Department

Lehmann Center
1006 West Lake Street

(612).348-4067

K -3

All Title I primary, indirectly

25 Public
9 Parochial

2

Professional 4, Paraprofessional 0, Clerical 1

$80,408

Not appropriate for this Project

OVERVIEW

The goal of this developmental, project was to help Title I primary gradeP

children improve their understanding of mathematical concepts and basic math

skills in order to enable them to function at grade level; To achieve that
.

goal, the project aimed to improve the teaching of mathematics at the primary

level in ,Title I schools, with the hopes that the students would then attain

certain specified levels of mastery on the Houghtot-Mifflin Placement Tests.

The project s initiated at the request of the staff, principals, and parent

_advisory commit ees (from public and parochial Tit e I schools) who also

assisted in pro ect planning.

45
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Mathematics, Progitim

KEY FINDINGS

Cont.)

2

Spring and A total of 163 teachers participated in three:workthop62 each
Summer 1972

consisting of ten three-hour training sessions. These workshops

1

1972 -73

ZS.

And furtheriplanning were financed through reallocation:of

Title I fiMas frOCI the previous year,.

Two more:training sequences of ten sessions each were'hild..

They were attended by a total of 93 teachers. In addition,

17'mini-inservice sessions of two hqtra each were given on

six difrerent subjects in which teachers had requested help..

A separate ten-houx course was attended by 33 teacher aides.

The project staff developed and produced 30 different sets

of instructional materials of which more than 4,000 copies

were distributed. received from teachers showed a

high acceptance and use Ot these materials. More th n 400

demonstration lessons on-t e use ofthese materials an

subjects which the teachers had requested help were given in

the schools. On a 1-10 scale, the average teacher evaluation

of these lessons was 9.42 a highly favorable response.

Test results were obtained froM 4924 Title I- students whose

teachers had receivedservices from the project and from

193:Title I students whose teachers had not received such_

services. Neither group attained the specified mastery igyels,

nor werekthere consistent differenCes between the two groups of

students in the percentage which had achieved mastery.

1973-74 ' The project continued to provide services, materials,-and

training ,in mathelmatics for'Title I primary teachers. A 30

hour inserviA series was attended by 46 teachers who had riot

previously had the course. An average of 22 teachers attended

tr

each one of 30 two-to-three hour mini-inservice sessidnsvon single

concepts such as classification, numeration, place value,, and

regrouping. In addition the resource teachers pp the Math Team

gave over 510 demonstration lessons, held nearly 500 indifidual

teacher conferences and distributed about 6,000 sets of materials.

An evaluation of the Team's services showed that the teachers

54



Mathematics Program .(Cont )

rated the materials produced as the most helpful service the

irservices next most helpful, aud the demonstrations as least
.

helpful. Overall, 64 of the 153 respondents rated the Title I

't) Math 'Program as either- Very worthwhile or outstanding..

e

1

e

1.

I

A

,s

4

ISO



MOBILE DARNING CENTERS

Project Adwinistrator:

-Evaluation by:

Frject Locations:

Telephone Numbers:

PROJECT PROFILE

Mary C. Kasbohm

Sara H. Clark, Research apd Evaluation Department

Bryant Junior High School
3737 Third Avenue South
North High School
1719 Fremont Avenue North

(612).822-9789 (Bryant)
(612) 529-2239. North)

4 .

Grades Served:
, ,

. 7 - 12

No. of pupils Served: .351

go. of Schools Served: 2

No. of Years in Operation;

Staff:

Title I Funds:

Cost Per Pupil:

4

Professional 2, Paraprofessional 2, Clerical 0

$43,400

$324

OVERVIEW . - ?(')

Self7teaching machines housed in trailer-classrooms were used to help

Minneapolis secondary students improve their reading skills. TV-like teaching

machines were used with both Doi)sett materials and a program produced by the

Minneapolis Basic Skill Centers. -The machines--32 in all--were housed in two

large trailers that could be moved from school to school: A gain of one month

or more in grade equivalents (using Gates-MacGinitie Tests) for each month of

attendance at the Centers by at leagt 50% of the students was the specific

objective of the project. /L-

o!athough students operated the machines and tested their own progress at
6

4

the end of each lesson, assistance was available from the-certified reading

teacher and the aide who staffed each trailer. The teacher also prescribed

the course of instruction for each student.
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Mobile Learning Centers Cont.)

KEY FINDINGS

1970-71 k

1971 -72

1972-73

As

Positive gains in VoCabulary and Comprehension were made by the

240 students foi whom gain scores were obtained. The,J..r rate of

progress was from two to six times that which would have been

expected"based on their previous achievement. All of them had

been one or more years bellow giade,level in reading-skills before

their selection for the program..

In the second year of operation the program was again successful.
ee-

eighty percent of the students tested made grade equivalent pLins

ern Comprehension over those expected for length of, instruct ion.

Sixty-four percent made such giins on vocabulary tests. Gates-

MacGinitie,Tests were used again.

Pre-post test results were obtaineefor 218 students.vAre than 85%

of these pupils made, grade equivalent gains in Comprehension over

expectation for the length of enrollment in the program. The

median grade equivalent gain was 1.5, Egthough the students had

been ooh roll for less than half the school year.- or

1973-74 At the Bryant trailer evaluation data wer, obtained for 47-6% of

those enrolled in the project. Of these 159 students, 68 were

also in the ESAA program. Their average length of enrollment

wasesix months. Seventy-six percent gained six or more grade

equivalent months in that time. At the/iio'rth trailer, complete

data were available for only 20% of those enrolled. Of theise 47

students, 72%'gained at least a month for each month ,on roll. .

Clark, S. P. 'Evaluation of the Mobile Learning Centers in Minneapolis 4 ,

Secondary Schools. 1970-71. Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools, 1972.

Minneapolis Public Schools, January 1973.
Clark, S. H. Mobile Learning, Centers of Minneapolig 1971-72. Minnapolis:

CArk, S. H. Mobile Learning Centers of
Minneapolis Public Schools, February

Clark, S. H. Mobile Learning Centers of
Minneapolis Public Schools, December

Minneapolis 1972 -73.

1974.

Minneapolis 197374.
1974.
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PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS' TITLE I PROGRAM

Progrgh Admini6trator:

Akraluation by:

Program Location:

Telepho Number:

Grades Served:

No. of Pupils Served:

No. of Schools Served:

No.zeof Years in Operation:

Staff4%
a

Title I Funds:

Cost Per Pupil:

PROJECT PROFILE

School Principals

.0"
'Thomas McCormick, contracted evaluator

Ten ParochisSchoola

(612) 224-1395 ,

1 - 8

88o

10

Vries for each school'

Pro essional varies, Paraprofessional varies
Cl icalvaries

$115,072

$131

OVERVIEW

Ten parochial schools in Minneap received Title I funds in 1973-74.

About 25% of the students enrolled at these schools, were eligible to

-receive Title I program benefits. The parochial schools' Title I program

focused on remedial claLin dna. ;wading instruction primarily through the use of

teacher aide Most of the Title I personnel in the parochial schools part-

icipated in math n ceding in-service workshops./,

0

In Bost of the schools reading rooms or resource centers were provided so

that supplementary teachers and aides could work privately with educationally

disadvantaged-Title I studentg. Using filmstrips, cassette tapes,.and manipulative
'

.
6

skills materials, these teachers and aides reinforced basic th and reading

skills taught in the regular classroom.

O

vt,
50

$8



Parochial. Schools(contd

. KEY FINDINGS

1973 -fl Pre- and posttest, results for 238 Title ICsiudents in four

parochial schools, Ascension, S-4Anne's, St. Stephen and South

Park Consolidated (a consolidati6n of St. Helena and Holy Name.

schools) were analyzed. Similar test data weredippot available

for Title I stuakents'in the other six parochial schools.

The Reipg Comprehension and Math Computation portions of the

California.Achievement Test were administered in October 1973

and May 1974 to 166 Title I students enrolled at Ascension and

St. Anne's. Seventy-two Title I students at St. Stephen's and

-South Park ConsolidRted also took.an October 1973 pretest and a

May 1974 posttest in Reading Comprehension'and Math Computation,

but, on-a different test, the SRA Achievement Series, Form E.

A seven month grade equivalent gRin might have been expected from the

average or typical, student. Student progress was determined

bywring the median pretest grade equivalent scores with the

median posttest grade,equivalent score.

4
Generally, the Title I parochial school students made good and,

in some cases, excellent progress. Second,-third and fourth `

graders who took thes4California Achievement Teat, 4evel 2, Form

in. Reading Comprehension, gained six months. Fourth, fifth and

sixth graders who took Level 3 of the same test, made a gain of one

year, and seventh and eighth graders gained four months. On the

Math Computation portion of the California Achievement Test, the

second, third and fourth graders gained eight months; fourth, fifth

and sixth graders taking Level 2 tests, gained five months; and

seventh and eighth graders made a grade equivalent gain of 1.1 years;

On the SRA Reading CoMprehension Test, Blue Level; fourth and fifth

gr ders made a grade equivalent gain of 2.6 years. Sixth graders,

who took the (teen Level Reading Comprehension Test, gained 1.5

years. In Math Computation the fourth and fifth graders had a grade

equivalent loss of.five months, while the sixth graderegained.a year.

Nb report. waapubituiled on these test data.

51



READDIG PROGRAM

PROJECT PROFILE

Project 'Administrator: Area Superintendents
(However, readers interested in program inform-

,
ation should contact Mitchell Trockman at the
telephone number nd address listed below)

Evaluation by:

Project Office:

Telephone NuMber:

Grades Served:

No. of Pupils Served:

No. of Schools Served:

No. of Years, in Operation:

Daniel P. titorton,
g

Educational Testing Service.

Lehmann Center
1006 West Lake Street

(612) 348-4062

K - 6

8,600 (8,200 PUblic; 400 Parochial)

. 25 Public
7 Parochial

7

Staff: Professional 27, Paraprofessional 1, Clerical.9

Title ',Funds: $494,381

Cost Per Pupil: $57

e

OVERVIEW

The Title I Reading Program was begun in the 1967 - 68 school year in

response to a need for a unified reading program in Minneapolis Title I schools.

Teachers selected one reading series to replace the 22 different systems for

teaching reading then operating in 20 Title I schobls. An in-service training '

course was.also developed to help teachers with reading instruction. Initially

the.reading program was aimed at primary grade students, but in January 1972 it

was expanded to include intermediate grade Title I students.

' The Instructional Materials'Center (IMC) is a suppoit component of the

reading program established in 1969 to oduce reading materials. During its

first year of operation, the INC prow' d materials to about 240 teachers in

Title I schools. In 1972-73 more than 530 teachers used IMC-produced materials.



z
d g Program (Cont.)

'KEY FINDINGS

1971 The records for all 1,87 kindergarten pupils participating in

the Title I Reading Program in $969-70 were examined to determine
6

which had older ltrothers and sisters who would have been enrolled.

w in first, second or third grade during.the same school year.

After further cletekmining which children had Metropplitan Reading

Readiness (Form B) scores from fall, first grade citywide test

administrations, a cote group of 343 kindergarten children and.

432 older siblings was identified. Five hundred fourteen other

kindergarten pupils without siblings but'with first-grade test

scores were also included in the study.

Analysis of Metropolitan Reit.ding.Readiness lest scores revealed

that older siblings did less well at entry to first grade than

did theTitle I Program children. The difference was in pait,

accounted:for by clanges in the age at which pupils were admitted
t

to school tolderf. th-grade siblings were able to enter school

two months earlier than their younger brothers and sisters). ,The

test score difference between the two groups of students closely

paralleled trends in readiness scores for the city, as a4hole.

Results of the Bond -Balow -Hoyt Word Recognition Test, which was

administered to Minneapolis second-graders as part of the citywide

testing program, were gathered for the Title I Reading Program

participants, who were second-graders in 1971-72, and their older

wings in third, fourth and fifth grade. Az was the case foP

the city as a whole, the 1971-72 second graders had higher test

scores than the older students. Various analyses performed on

the da however, did not indicate that the higher test scores

were t e direct result of participation in the reading program.

1973 The original group of.1969-76 kindergarten students participating

in the Title I Reading Program were thitd-graders in 1972-73.

Results of,the Gates-NhcGinitie Reading Comprehension Test, which-.

was adMinistered citywide, were gathered for these students and

their brothers and sisters in fourth, fifth and sixth grade. As

in the two previous years of this study, the former kindeigarten

students achieved at a higher level than did-their older.siblings.

1972
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Reading Program (Cont.). ,

1973-74
A

Again, as in the previouisorears, itcould not be concluded

that the higkerr test scores were a: direct resultofsparticipation

in the Title I Reading Program. This three-year study has indicated

no important evidence of impact of the Title I Reading Program

on first, second, 6r third grade eitywidWtest scores. This'

analysis .was consistent with the judgment of program personnel'

that the effecti'veneds of the)program could not fairly or

properly be evaluated over ress thane -four years. However, he

evidence that has been accumulated strongly indicates,that

pupil achievement outcomes of the project would probably not

be found even if citywide test scores were studied for additional

years. This is not say that the program was without valued,

On the contrary, the program was initiated with many goals in

mind, one of which was to achieve consistency in the Minneapolis

reading program. This, and other goals, appear to have been

amp 4. met.

No evaluation was made.

Norton, D. P.
Evanston:

Norton, D. P.
Progress

Norton, D; P.
Evanston:

Pyramids Reading. Program Sibling Study: A Progress. Report.

Educational Testing Service, 1971.

The Pyramids Reading Program Sibling Study: A Second Year
Report. Evanston: Educational Testing Service, 1972.

Pyramids Reading_ Program Sibling Study: Final Report.
Educational Testing Service, 1973.
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This section has summarized evaluation findings for a number of
.
specific Title I projects. In the next section, a look is taken at

two aspects of the evaluation of the overall Title I program.

4.

rr
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PROGRESS TOWARD PROGRAM GOALS1

Two measures of progress toward program goals are given in this section.

First, progress toward specific program objectives for 1973..74 is described.

Then, a long range view,of achievement trends in Title I schoold since 1965

is given.

vProgram Objectives for 1973-74

Program objectives submitted to the state,as part of the'1973-74

application were rejected. Rewritten objectives were submitted and approved

in August 1973. The evaluation plan was not reconciled until spring 1974.

For these reasons some aspects of the evaluation plan could not b4 executed

in-1974. (The proposed evaluation plan is included as Appendix B),

The following section describes evaluatiOn procedures based on the

five original objectives submitted with the application, three in reading,

two in math.

Reading Objective I Grades K-6

This reading objective is el stated in the 1973-74 Title I application

with the except1on that grades 4, 5, and 6 were added. The original

objectives referred to K-3 only. Also, medians are used in place of means.

In the fall Of 1 , the median raw scores on tests of reading
readiness and erall reading achievement for children involved
in the'Tit I reading program iil grades K-6 will be significantly
higher than were median scopes of children in Title I schools in
the same grades the previous year. That is, the 1973-74 first
grade children in Title I schools will have a statistically
`significant (.05 level) higher median raw score than 1972-73
,first grade children when compared on a fall testing basis.
Comparable standardized tests will be 'Uniform for both populations.

It should be clear that this objective results in an evaluation of

the. 1972-73 program, not the 1973-74 program. The evaluation of the 1973-74

program could not'be completed in its entirety until fall 1974 test results

become available.

Twenty-one Title .I schools were used in this analysis. All schools

1
A11 test data used in this section and the section on Achievement Trends
in Title I Schools: 1965-1973 were obtained from the Department of Guidance
and Assessment Services ofthe Minneapolis Public Schoolsd
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which were Title I'schools iA 1972-73 and

were:

74 were included. They

Bancroft Harrison Mann
Bethune Hawthorne Prescott.
Bremer Hay Seward
Clinton Irving Sheridan
Corcoran Lowell Webster
Greeley Lyndale , Whittier
Hall Madison Willard

Figure 1 shows the results for this objective. Generally, Title I

children in 1973-74 scored about the same as Title I children in the

previous year. A gain of two raw score points in second grade and one

point in the sixth grade was-noted. Statistical tests were not run in

view of the basic similarity for the two years. Scores did not decrease

in any grade. Overall, a slight net gain in reAding achievement test scores

across grades K-6 was made.

Reading Objective II Grades 1-6

Although the soci0-economic distance between Title I and non-
Title M)schools has been widening each year, the,relative distance
betweenthe median raw score of Title I vs. non-Title I schools
(Grades 1-6) will be no farther apart than the median for the three

previous years. This distance will hold for each grade level and
comparable standardized achievement measures will be used.

In order to measure thli objective, 17 schools which were eligible

during the four years from 1970 through'1974 were compared with non-Title I

schools. The seventeen schools were: Bandroft, Bethune, Clinton, Corcoran,

Greeley, Hall, Harrison, Hawthorne) Hay, Irving, Lyndale, Madison, Mann,

Seward, Webster, Whittier., and Willard.

As Figures 2 through 6 show, this objective was satisfied in four of

the five grades for which achievement test were available. In first

grade (Figure 2) the difference between the median test 'scores of the

Title I and non-Title I, schools was 7 raw score points in 1973-74. The

median, of the test score differences for the three previous years was 9

points. Similar results occurred in the third, fifth and sixth grades.

Only in grade two ( Figure 3) did the difference between the test scores

of the Title I and non-Title I schools in 1973-74 exceed the median

difference for the previous three years.
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RAW
SCORE

80

70

60.

50

40

Non-Title I Schoolsb

1

Title I Schoolsa

1 1

1910 -71 71-72 72.73C 73-74C

a,Includes the 17 schools that have been Title I eligible every year sipce 1970-71.
b Includes the non -Title I schools for every year since1970-71.

Number of schools ranges from 48 in 1970-71 to 41 in 1973 -74.
c Fl3rm Bused in 1972-73 and 1973-74.

Figure 2. MEDIAN METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST RAW SCORES (FORM A) FOR

1st GRADE STUDENTS TN TITLE T AND NON-TTTLE I SCHOOLS 1970-73

59

67



RAW

SCORE

I

....

Non-Title I Schoolsb

Fr

V

Title I Schoolsa

1970-71 71-72 72-73 , 43774-

4

a Includes the 17 schools that have been Title I eligible every yeai since 1970 -71.
b Includes the non-Title I schools for every year since 1970-7,1_
Number of schools ranges from 48 in 1970171 to 41 iii 1973-74.

.

Figure 3. MEDIAN,BOND-BALOW-HOYT READING TEST RAW SCORES (FORM L-1,
WORD RECOGNITION) FOR 2nd GRADE STUDENTS IN TITLE r AND

NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS:. 1970-1973
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4."

. RAW

SCORE

40

t

30

Non-Title I Schools

Title I Schoolsa

O

8

10

1970-71 71-72 72-73

a Includes the 17 schools that have been Title I eligible every year since 1970-71.
b Includes the non -Title I schools for Pvery year since 1970-71.

Number of schools ranges from 48 in 1970-71 to 41 in 1973-74.,
Figure 4. MEDIAN GATES-MACGINITIE READING TEST RAIASCORES

COMPREHENSION).FOR 3rd GRADE STUDENTS- LN TITLE I AND
NON-TITLE I SCii0OLS: 1970-1973
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RAW

SCORE

;!t

Am-Title I Schoolsh

.10 10

1....."""

Title I Schoolsa

a

10

1970-71 71 -12 72=73 73-74

a Includes the 17 schools that have been Title I eligible every year since 1970-71.
b Includes the non-Title I schools for every year since 1970-71

Number of schools ranges from 48 in 1970-71. to 41 in 1973-74.

Figure 5, MEDIAN GATES-MACGINITIE READING TEST RAW SCORES (SURVEY D,
FORMA-M, COMPREHENSION) FOR 5th GRADE STUDENTS IN

TITLE 1 AND NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS 1970-1973

62

70



za.

RAW

SCORE

Non-Title I Schoolsb

Title I Schoolsa

71-12 12 -73

,1"

a Includes the 17 schools that have been Title I eligiblvery year since 1970-71.
b-Includes thenon-Title I_schools for eVeryjyear V.nce 1970171. .

Number of schools ranges from 48 in 1.970 la 41o. irt 1973 -74.

It". . .

Figure 6. MEDIAN GATES-MACGINITIE READING TEST RO.SCOR OlAVEY D,
-, FORM 1-M: COMPREHENSION) FOR 6th GRADE ST ENTS.IN

TITLE I. AND NON -TITLE I SCHOOLS: 1970,71973'
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It appears that Title I studentssare holding their own in reading

achievement, compared to non-Title I students, even though-Title I

\schools have become progressively
III

poorer
II

over the years. Evidence on

economic change is given in the section on Achievement Trends in Title I

Schools: 1965-1973 on page .68.

Reading Objective III Grades..7-9
, .

As measured by the Gates-MacGinitie, Survey D, Form
.

2M, Reading
Comprehension Test on a pretest (September, 1973) and posttest
(May, 1974) basis, those students who are enrolled in compensatory
reading programs (grades 7, 8 and 9) beginning Septemberr:1973 and
ending May, 1974 will make grade equivalent gains in reading com- .

prehension as follows:

(a. 25% will% make at least L1.4' Months gain for each month in
the program.

b. 25% will make 1.0 to 1.3 the gain for each month in
the program.-

c. The. median for all students enrolled in the program .

will be equal to the number of months in the program.

Parochial Schools

Parochial School Title I children in grades,1-8 who_receive Title I
reading program benefits will make grade,equivalent gains in reading )

comprehension as measured by standardized reading tests as follows: '

a.- 2596' will make 1.4 months gain for each month in the
program.

b. 25% will make 1.0 - 1.3 months gain for each month in
the program.

c. The median gain for all students served in the program will
be 1.0 times the normal number of months in, the program-

Table 4 presents the data for public and parochial schools' attainment

( of objectives. The table indicates that both public and private schools

far exceeded their objectives'.

For example, only 25% of the public junior high students were expected
1

to make gains of at least 1.4 months for each month in the program; in

reality, 78% made or exceeded 1.4 months gain. Similar gains can be noted

for the parochial schools.

The expected median gain was 1:.0 whiletbeactual Median for the
o

public schools was 2.80 For, the parochial schools the median gain Was 2,3.
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Q

a

__Attributing gains to Title I i act is risky because of sampling bias.

Title I students, represented in Table 4, accounted for o of all

Title I (reading) eligible students in grades 7-9. These students were

selected for Emergency School Aid Act ,(ESAA) assistance beca e'of their

extremely low reading achievement (two or more years bblow grade level).

This section procedure probably resultdd in a chance improvement in test

scores. However, it seems unlikely that the "chance" imprOvement

be as large as the improvement noted. Thus, at least some of the gain

appears to have been "real." This gain, cannot be attributed solely to

Title I impact however, since other programs, such as ESAA, operated in

these schools.

;#

Mathematics Oblectives I and II Grades 7-9

Objective I: 50% of thaktle I students will gain at least as much
as the mean gain made. by all Minneapolis students on
the Minneapolis Arithmetic Computation Test (MACT) ,
given in fall 1973 and spring 1974.

Objective II: 50% of4the Title I students will gain mastery-gain
points on the units of t e Mathematics Basic Skills
Development Project (MB P) at the rate of 40 or

e points per year.

sults of objectives attainment Otr the two

Objective I was not pet., Objective II was.

e Title I students were expected to gain as much

Table 5 presents

mathematicsbbjectives.

,,,ifty percent of t

as the average Minneapolis student on the Minneapolis #rithmetic Computation

Test from fall 1973 to spring 1974. Forty-four percent of the Title I

students achieved this gas.

Sixty-five Percent of the Title I students made mastery-gain points

on the unite ofrthe Mathematics Basic Skills Development Project at th

rate of 40 or more points per year. Only 50% of the Title I students

were "expected" to make gains of this magnitude.

Again, results are clouded by sampling bias. About one-fourth of

Title I (math) eligible 7-9 grade students were involved in this evaluation.

These students were selected on the basis of having the lowest math test

scores. Some artificial gains probably resulted from this selection

procedure.
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Summary of Progress "award 1973-74 Objectives

Three of the five major program objectives for 1973-74 were met:

Two objectives were not met if a strict interpretation of success is used.

Children in the 1973-74 Title I program, in grades K-6, scored about

as well on reading achievdment tests as did'Title I children in these

grades in 1972-73. Minor differences noted suggested some improvement.

When Title I children in grades 1-6 were compared withnon-Title I °

children in thede 'grades, it did not appear that Title I children were

falling farther behind.
4

In grades 7-9, Title I children in. public and parochial schools

appeared to make substantialgains on testa of reading achievement and

on certain mathematics mastery tests. However, progress on a mathematics

computation test was not as good. Results could not be attributed solely

to Title I since other reading and math programs, notably ESAA, were in

operation in these. Schools.

Attainment, or lack of attainment of objectives should be viewed in

the light of changing population characteristics in the Title I schools.

Each year since 1965 the percentage of low income children in the Title I

schools has increased.

The next section describes changes in student population characteristics

and gives achievement data from 1965 to 1973.

ACHIEVEMENT TRENDS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS : 1965 -1973

Achievement trends of Title I students over an eight year period,

1965-1973, are presented here and comparisonsi with non-Title I students

are made.

Thirty-four Minneapolis elementary schools have been.designated as

Title I schools at one time or another since Title I funding began in

1965. Five of these schools closed and four other schools..were removed

from the eligibility list because of Ovulation chatas. In 1973, twenty-

five elementary schools were designated as Title"' schools.

In order to measure the overall, impact of the Title I program it

seemed reasonable to look at the progress of pupild in those schools which
0

had received Title I assistance over:a period of years. Fojrteen schools

were identified as having been designated as Title I schools each year

68
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for theine year period 1965-66 to 1973-74. These fourteen schools

were: Bethune (Grant), Clinton, Corcoran, Greeley, Hall, Harrison, Hawthorne,

Hay, Irving,. Madison, Mann, Seward, Webster, and Willard. (Table 1 on

pages 7 and 8 shows Title I scho ,: for each year since 1965.)

Although Title I Projects did not focus on teaching basic reading

and writing skills-rparticularly in the early years of federal funding--it

seemed reasonable to expect that gains in basic skills would occur in

these schools over the years,'since Some projects did emphasize basic skills

as early as 1965. p ;

Before giving evidence on the achievement of pupils in these schools,

some additional inforiation on the school populations is presented.

As in other large cities throughout the nation, Minneapolis has had

substantial population changes over the last decade. Increasing numbers
1

of low income and minority families have become concentrated in the city.

Figures 7 and 8 on pages 70 and 71 show these changes in the schools.

The percentage of students from minority ethnic backgrounds is shown

in Figure 7 for 1964 through 1973. Figure 8 shows the percentage of

children living in families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) from 1967 through 1972.

The trends are clear. The increase of minority and low income students

in the fourteen Title I schools has been substantial while increases lin

non-Title I schools--and schools which have not consistently,been designated

, as Title I--have been moderate. The gap between'the two groups of schools

has been widening since Title I began. The percentage of minority students

has risen from 21% to 48% in the Title I schools and from 5% to 12% in all

other schools. The percentage of AFDC students has risen from 27% to 55%

in the Title I schools and from 9% tO,21% in all other schools. (The

Minneapolis Schools' desegregation plan, which Bras initiated in junior high

schools in 1973-74, made a substantial impact on elementary schools when

they were desegregated ,in September 1974.)

(In 1968-69, students from minority groups other than Blacks and

Indians were included in the schools' sight count for the, first time. This

change had little impact on the trend line shown in Figure 7 since 91% of

all minority pupils in Minneapolis elementary schools were either Black or

Indian.)

Figure 9 shows the rate of pupil turnover for the Title I and all

69
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I

other schools. Because the formula for determining the turnover rate

has changed on several occasions one'should not conclude that the turn-

over rate has been steadily declining. The change may be due to the

formula tsed. However, one observation is apparent:. Title I schools

have consistently had a much greater turnover rate than other

schools. It also appears that turnover has increased more in Title, I

schools than in other schools since 1971-72.

In summary, Title I schools have shown an increase in minority

population, an increased number of children has come from poor families,

and the pupil turnover rate has been much greater than in other

schools.

Studies showing that low income children, as a group, Score lower on

achievement tests than do middle or uppeyL income children are abundant.

In view of the large increase in the percentage of low income children in

the"Title.I schools of Minneapolis over the last seven or eight years, one

might predict a downward trend in achievement test scores.

Research on race and achievement tests is not so clear cut as is

research on race 'and economic status although cultural or racial bias in
%

certain ability tests has long been demonstrated. If achievement tests

are biased against minority children then added weight could be given to

a predictioh Of declining test scores in the Title I schools.

The bulk of the evidence suggests that test scores in Minneapolis

Title I schools should have declined from 1965 to 1973, other things being

equal.

We turn now to an examination of achievement test scores in Minneapolis

Title I schools during a time when the numbers of low income and minority

Children were increasing substantially. Figures 10-14 present achievement

test trends. In these figures the test scores for the fourteen schools

consistently eligible to receive Title I funds (hereafter called core

schools) are compared with all other schools and the citywide median.

each of the figures the trend lines are based on the raw score of the

median student in each group.
a

Because the citywide testing program has changed over the years it

is not possible to show trends for more than four or five years for some

of the tests.

Figure 10presents one of the more iignificanttest trends in the ,

Minneapolis Public Schools It shows the steady increase in 'median scores
1'VA
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that has been made by Minneapolis students on the Metropolitan-Readiness

Test, which was administered tp.all first graders. Since 1967-68, the

first year the test was given in Minneapolii, the median test score for

students it y, three groups has increased at least nine pointii:

The ttc4 dramatic gains have.been made by studdnts in the core

schools: The raw, score in the core schools has increased 14 pointt since

1967-68., "Ille median student in these Title I schools performed as well on

this test in 1973-74 as the median student in the other schools did in

1969-70.

Many factors may have contributed to these test score gains.- Educa-

tional television, changes in the kindergarten curriculum--which plaCed

greater emphasis on teaching the alphabet beginning.in 1969--and testing-
/.

children at somewhat older ages' in recent year may have influenced test

scores. These factors, however,-cperatee in Title Iend non-Title I"

Nschools alike. Any closing of the gap between student8.in core schCols

and, students in the other school6 may be due to Title `I programsrather

than to the other factors. -,

An upwar&trend,in 2nd grade achievement test scores was also apparent.

.As Figure 11 shows, this growth has been uneven but has accelerated since

1970. Since 1'970-71, the median raw score increased 7 points in the core --

schools and 8 points in the other schools.

The trends in grades 3, 5 and 6 are less conclusive. (No comparable

achievement test ata were available for fourth'grade). In grade three,

the citywide median increased one point in each the past three years

while the median for the core schools increasectby one point for all

three years. The trend is not Clearly.ettablished in grade-five for

either the core schools or the city. A downward trend in sixth grade

% scores through 1968-69 is shown in Figure, l4. Sincerthat time,-the

trend line appears rather flat. - as
_ 6

This analysis has revealed growth in achievement test scores in

grades 1 through 3 of the Minneapolis Public Schools. While there ho

evidence to suggest that the students in the Title 'Core schools are

closing the gap with other Minneapolis students, trend lines indicate

that Title I students have made gains at the same rate or nearly the same

rate as other Minneapolis students. The relative dis4nce between the two

groups of schools appears to have remained about the same in most grades
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I

1967-68 68-69 69-70 10-11 11 -12 -72.-73C 73-74C

a Includes the 14 schools that have been Title I eligible every year since 1965-66.

b Includes non -Title I schools and Title I schools not included in the above group.

Number of schools ranged from 55 in 1967-68 to 52 in 1973-74.
4

c Form B used in 1972-73 and 1973-74.

Figure 10. MEDIAN METROPOLITAN READINESS'TEST RAW SCORES (FORM A).FOR
1st GRADE STUDENTS IN TITLE I AND OTHER SCHOOLS: .1967t1973
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a

and the pattern of gains and losses over the years are very consistent-;_

for thl two groups of children.

In view of 'the much greater increase, of low income and, minority

children in the Title I schools, and in view of the consistently higher

turnover rate in these schools than in the city as a whole, these find-

.ings may be considered encouraging.

Based on the experiences of other cities, one might have expected

declining test scores in the Title I schools and a widening of the gap

between the achievement of Title I and non-Title I students. These things

have not occurred in Minneapolis.

This analysis is not sufficient to perisit cause and effect conclusions

°about the impact of Title I. Test scores were based on the median test

score,of all the students in the 14 schools and thus included both Title I

and non-Title I students in the core schools. Other studies are needed to

support these promising,results.

Evaluation of student achievement in specific projects and measures

of title I impact over the years have been presented. Another aspect of

eva tion has to do with thg management or operations of the Title I

progr . Evaluation of operations is presented next.
t

0
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EVALUATION OF PROJECT OPERATIONS

This section describes two approaches to evaluating certain aspects

of Title I operations% First, brief summaries of evaluations of the

process involved in four Title I-C projects are given. (Title I-C funds

are special grants made to school districts with unusually high percentages

of low income children.) Then, an analysis of Title I budgets from 1967

to 1974 is presented.

Evaluation of Project Processes

Two Title I instructor-coordinators, working out of the Office of

Planning, Development and Federal Projects, assisted Project Directors in-

interpreting and adhering.to federal, state and local guidelines. In one

sense, these instructor- coordinators helped evaluate the processes taking

:place in each project.

A more formal process evaluation approach was- tried in 1972-73. In

cooperation with the StateDepartment of Education, Minneapolis contracted

CTB /McGraw -Hill to develop a proceds_evaluation model. This model
2

appeared

to have promise and plans to implement it in all Title I projects were

submitted an,part of the 1973-74 application; However, these plans had to

be dropped when other, evaluation requirements were made. A limited use

of certain aspects of the process evaluation model was made in five Title I ..0

1-
projects,

The major purpose of a process evaluation is to provide information

to a projedt manager about the progress'of the project. The information

must be provided in time for the manager to make changes in the project

operations if it appears that changes are neededg The nature of this kind

of information feedback does not lend itself to a meaningful "final report."

Useful information is often presented orally. or in weekly or monthly reports..

The final report ia basically an historical document--although a review of

project operations may help in planning future pi.ojectso.

qftmmaries of the five Title I-Cji$rocePs evaluations presented here

cy do not give a good picture of the, evaluation process; however, some idea

of the kinds of topics studied in these evaluations may be gained.

orCT019Graw Hill Department_of'Programs and Services. Minneauolis.Public
Schools Title I, Implementation Evaluation Model--Final ReOort. Monterey,

6 '
Calif. Sept. 1973., V
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PAROCHIAL READING WORKSHOP 1POR MATERIAL PRODUCTION

Project Administratort

Evaluation by:

Project Location:

Telephone Number:

Grades Sefved:

No. of Pupils S rved:

No. of Schoo Served:

No. of Years Operatkon:

Staff:

Title I Funds:

Coqt Per Pupil:

PROJECT PROFILE

Sister Anne Baeckers

Sandra H. Schilling,

St. Helena's School
3200 E. 44th Street
Mpls. Minn. 55409

(612) 529-8327

4 - 6

Undetermined

-.9

contracted evaluator

60 months

1 coordinator, 1 consultant

$9,573

Undetermiried

OVERVIEW
0

The Parochial Reading Workshop for Material Production was developed to

provide teachers and aides, with skills and techniques for developing individual-
=z4

.

ized reading labs within their own classrooms. Specific activities provided by

the project included: (a) one half -day visit to a model'reading lab for each

participating School; (b) two 2-hour'needs assessment sessions for each school;

(c.rei 44hour workshops to_learn techniques for producing materials and to

produce materials for use in .their own classrooms; and (0, two 2-hour sessions

ze and evaluate the materials produced and to make plans for futureto orga

develduin nt.

8?
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Parochial Reading Workshop (Cont.)

KEY FINDINGS

1974 Process observations of this prOject revealed that:

4 0

1. The project was well planned and was implemented according

to plan.

2. Raving teachers and aides participate jointly in the workshop

was approved by leaders and participants alike.

3. Considerable enthusiasm was generated among the workshop

participants and seemed, in some cases, to spill over to

primary clabsrooms.

Problems encountered during project implementation were

primarily technical ones such as payment of aide stipends and

not receiving supply orders when needed.

sa.
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EAST AND WEST-AREA TITLE I .STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Project Leader:

//Evaluation by:

° Project Lodation:

Telephone Number:

Grades Served:

of Pupils Served:

No. of Schools Served:
kV'

No. of Years in Operation:

Staff:

Title I Funds:

Cost Per PupiI:

1

PROJECT PROFILE

Diane Carley

Thomas McCormick, contracted evaluator

Lehmann Center
1006 West Lake Street

(612) 348-4065

4 - 6

No pupils were directly served by this project

6

a3

months

No permanent staff

$44,336

Not appropriate for this project

OVERVIEW

The East and West Aret. Title I Staff Development Project was the result

of a joint propotal developed by elementary principals and the Title I

-instructor-coordlnator.-More t 40,percent 444,336) of the total Part C

funds were allocated to the two area . Threeconsultants
e
were contracted

-to train 41 fifth grade teachers and 18 reading supplementary teachers in

reading comprehension strategies, instructional techniques and test selection.

Book company reprefentatives were scheduled .to diaplay reading materials., At
o

the end of the in=service sessions, teachers selected reMedi 1 reading materials

for their Title I-students.

92



East and West-Area Staff Development (Cont.)

KEY FINDINGS

1974 The Research and Evaluation Department conducted a process

evaluation of the Part C funded project. Unlike other

evaluations which measure or analyze products of a program after

the program has ended, a process evaluation is conducted while

the program is still taking place. Operational guidelines were

written and three questionnaires were developed and administered

to the participating teachers.

The few problems encountered-dUring the implementation of this

project were minor and had no important impact on the project.

One difficulty encountered early in the project-was a lack of

adequate meeting space. Another problem that occurred at the

beginning of the project was confusion over leadership respon-

sibilities. Both problems were resolved.

By at least one important measure - -the opinions of the -

participants- -the East/West Area Staff Development Project teas

a'success. The responses of the teachers on three questionnaires

indicated widespread agreement that the project was informative,

useful and a worthwhile expenditure of the Part C fundsi, Plans,

were made-for a committee of teachers to evaluate theteffective-

nr-cmaterials purchased with Part C funds.

Mecormicki, T. Process Eva4ation of the East and West Area Title I Staff

Development Pro ect ringt1971±. Minneapplis: Minneapolis Public

,
Schools, 197 ©

O
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NORTH AREA INTERMEDIATE READING CADRE

Project Administrator:

Evaluation by:

Project Location:

Telephone Number:-

PROJECT PROFILE

Clarence Falk

Sandra H. Schilling, contracted evaluator

Sheridan School
1201 University Avenue N. E.

(42) 336-6216

Grades Served: 4 - 6

No.fof Pupils Served: st

No. of Schools Served:

No. of Yeard in Operation:

Staff:

The materials developed in this project will be
available to teachers of all North Area
Intermediate TitleI children in the fall of 1974.

12

6 months

3 full time professionals, 12 paraprofessionals
for 20 days each, 1 project consultant

'Title I funds: $27,977

Cost Per Pupil: Not appropriate for this project

OVERVIEW

The North Area Intermediate Reading Cadre was formed to develop high interest

reading materials for ,intermediate level Title I students. Briefly, the intent

of the project was to identify student interest areas, survey teacher-needs, write._

materials to meet the needs and interests identified, and field test and revise

the materials.' .

A number of persons were recruited to carry °out these project responsibilities:

Twelve intermediate teachers from eleven of'the ,Title I schools were relieved

from classroom duty from February 4 to March 1,. 397y, to write materials. A planning

liaison committee, also composed of one teacher firm each building, was allocated

stinpnd funds for four two-hour meetings, to develop a plan:for field testing

materials produced. Project coordination, was the Tespongibilty.oftvio teachers

/

.

. .

,

i on special assignment and an Intermediate Reading Team member.whi) was reliOed of
-

(

,

his duties th9re from January.to thine. In-addition, a consultant,from the, University .

of Minnesota was hired to provide leadership and technical assistance.



North Area Reading Cadre (Cont.)

KEY FINDINGS

1974 Evaluation of the North Area Intermediate Reading Cadre was a

process evaluation. Its purpose was twofold: (a) to determine

whether or not the project was implemented according to the

original proposal and (b) to identify specific problems and
a

successes with project implementation.

Project observations revealed that (1) the quantity of materials

developed exceeded expectations, (2) materials were appealing to

students and (3) teachers were generally enthusiastic about their

use. Leadership styles of tie project coordinator and /the

consultant, the broad based involvement of classroom teachers

and their commitment to the project, and an extensive survey of

student interests were factors which probably contributed to

the buccess of this project. Major problems identified in the

project were establishing leadership roles and responsibilities

and insufficient allation of time and resources.

4

o
a

Schilling, S.H.- Process Evaluation of F4014 Title I'Prbiects: North Area
Intermediate Reading'Cadre North Area Computer Study 'Group, Parochial
Reading Workshop, System '84. Minneapolis:' Minneapolis Piablic Schools,
July, l9740
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COMPUTER STUDY GROUP

Project Chairman:

Evaluation by:

,Project Location:

Grades Served:

No. of Pupils Served:

No,. of Schools` Served:

No. of Years in Operation:

Staff:

Title 1 Funds:

Cost Per Pupil:

PROJECT PROFILE

George McDonough

Sandra H. Schilling contracted exeuator

North Area Elemetary Principals Group

Not appropriate for this project " -

No pupils were directly served by this project

Not appropriate for this project

6 months ..., CL,

No permanent staff

$3;966

Not appropriate for this project

OVERVIEW

The Computer Studi. Group was formed in response to a need in North Area Title I

schools " o develop more refined techniques in skills management for reading and

math." unds were provided for a committee of North Area administrators to visit

computer management systems operating in the United States. Tbe plan was "to seek

already designed computer management programs to institute Or modify for Title I

schools in Minneapolis." The Computer Study Group established dix goals to guide

its work:

To gain a better understanding of the data process operation in the total
school system.

2. To dev' lop and maintain lines of communication with computer oriented
committees.

3. To investigate how the computer assistsrwith student record'keeping and
management of instruction in schools other than Minneapolis.

4. To work to develop or extend the present student record keeping system
to include Title I Needs Assessment data, attendance, and other data which
may be necessary for the management of the instructional program.

-5. To develop a-management system in the instructional areas of reading and
math.

6. To explore the relationship of CMI to individual/ privacy and student
rights. y

By late spring this study group was to recommend ,to the Area superintend

computer management program which could be implemented in the fall of l974-.

88
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Computer, Study Group (Cont.)

KEY'FB:41NGS

104 The evaluation of this project was a process observatian'to

compare project implementationmigith the original proposal.

For various reasons the project purpose to select a computer
F

management system for implementatibn in the fall of 1974

was not met. Instead, a second proposal to (a) establish

criteria for and (b) tailor-make an instructional management

system for Minneapolis was developed. Design,of the original

proposal and lack of planning throughout implementation were,

identified as primary problms. a

Schilling, S. H. 'Process' Evaluation of Four Title I. Prolects: 'north Area
Intermediate Reading Cadre North Area Computer Study Group. Parochial
Reading Workshop. System 80. Minneapolis: Minneapolis Public Schools,

July, WA..

O
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SYSTEM 80

1

Project Administrator:

Evaluation by:

Project Location:

Telephone Number:

Grades Served:

No. of Pupils Served:

4

No. of Schoold Seryed:

No. of Years in 'Operation:

Staff:

.Title I Funds:

Cost Per Pupil:

PROJECT PROF ME

LowellJack Ott f

HaWthorne-Don Lounbergt.
Irving--Wally puchanan

Sandra H. Schillinfivcontracted evaluator

Lowell, Hawthorne and Irving Elementary Schools

Lowell--(612) 5299695
Hawthbrne--(612) 5299103
-Irving--(612) 7215063 °.

4 -6

Lowell - -29

Hawthdrne--31
Irving -21

3

6 months

Project funds suppOrted. 1 aide, six hours,,Per day
at Lowell and Hawthorne'. In addition building
principalsxand a regular staff member also assumed
'responsibility for the project in each school.

$14,536

$179.46

cc

(OVERVIEW \

The 1Pet C, System 0 program at Lowell and Hawthorne provided two System 80

machines for each school, two reading programs, one math progragr, and the services

of one aide for si2y hours a day; At Irvin&, Part C fdnds prpvided one System 80.
r--- , a

Machine and two reading programs. Local school funds were used to rent a second

machine
t

about midwv-throughdthe project.

System8kis an individualized 7visual instructional system. Thfbasic

components of the system 'are headphohes and a small television set-like device.

w.th buttons in front which students depress to indicate responsds toan'instruc-

tThnal program,. The-prograis are operated
cr

Interm

or math pro a

time through t the schoolday4. 90

by a filmstrip-record combination.

diatd Title 1 'students in each school were scheduled into the retailing

(reading only'at IrVing), in fifteen or twenty minute blocks of

98.y



System 80 (Cont.)/

KEY FINDINGS

1974 Evaluation of the System 80 project focusdd on both the *ocess

of.implementing System 80 programs and the Impact of those
. .

programs on student achievemeht in reading and math. Observations

of project implementation revealed that (a) there were difficulties

establishing management responsibilities for the program within

each of the schools; (b) it was difficult to schedule students

in fifteen to twenty minute bIocIts of time throughout the school

day; and (c) prdWlems motivating students to attend .nd achieve

in System 80 seemed to be reduced when aides at Lowell and

Rawtborneideveloped reward systems.

6

o.

A

Regarding the, impact of.the System 80 reading prograbs on student
' .

achievement, it wasdiscovered that the "Learning LetterSounds"

and "Words it Context" programs were too simple for intermediate

`stud is as most had mastered the content prior to entering the

_ program. The math pr am, which focused:on multiplication and

'division facts, was more on target with student needs. StUdent
ca.

achievement in this progra1 content seemed to warrant its Con-

tinuation as A supplement to the intermediate math program.

9

°.=.421j

1
fA

91



-a

m

Title I Budget Allocations: 1967-1974

Tables 6-10 present information about Title I budgets froi fiscal year

(FY) 1967 through 1974, excausive of FY,1969 for which smilar budget

information was. not availaile. Budgeted funds, not actual expenditures,'

are shown. This analybis gives only 'a partial.picture of Title I budgets

because addendum, reallocations or summer budgets are not included.

Table 6 showsAhe breakdowh of each annual-budget into three areas:

evaluation, direct program services and indirect program services. Table 6
---

gives the amount of funds budgeted while Tab]; 7 shows the perce4age Off

funds budgeted for each of these three purposes.

These tables do not present information directly related to federal

accounting categories. The information is based on aF analysts of the

functions for which funds were bUdgeted. Thus, program and project-

evaluation costs are included in evaluation, direct instructional services

to\ children are called direct program services,, and administration,'

instructional, support services, dissemination, monitoring, and, in 1974,

indirect costs, are called indirect program services.

Total Titld I funds droppefrom 1967 to 1970; since then; they have

risn steadily., However, these figures should be related to the number.

)of tle I children eligible to receive funds each year _in order to get

a clear pic,ure or federal funding.

Funds all ted for direct program services followed, the same pattern

as total funds, dropping through 1970 and then rising. The budgets for

indirect program services did not follow. a consistent phttern while

evaluation budgets haVe dropped steadily since 1971.
4

percentage,of all funds allocated for direct program services

°ranged rom 80% to 90%. Indirect program service costs ranged from 6%,

to 15% nd evaluation from 3% to 5%,.over the yeiirs.

Sine 1971, budgeting appears to have reached a stable pattern. One
-zza

might say that typically, out of each Title I doliptr, 86 cents will be

,budgeted for direct program services, ten cents willbe budgeted for indirect

pFogram services and four cents will be budgeted for evaluation.

How are program funds spent? What kinds of projects get the most money?

Does more money.. go to'elementary or secondary school projects?, To basic

-skills or other projects? This section attempts to.answer these questions.

Again, bUidgeted amounts, not actual expenditures, are u ed for the analysis.

92 100
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1967

.e .

Title I Funds Budgeted for Direct Program Services,
. Indirect PrograwServtces, and Evaluation for

Fiscal Years r9671974

Direct Indirect

Program PrograM
Services ,Eervices Evaluation All Funds

, .

.
$1,622,595

19681 o1i2887

1969 NA

1970 1 4Q1,629

171 1,727,891

1972 .2,103,929

1973 2,483,858

1974 22637 , 980

NA= Not Available

NB= Only regular school year allocations are included.
Addendum, reallocation and summer budgets are excluded°

-.. $110,250 $74,598 $1;807,443

176,76. 93,533
.

_ 1,762,196'

NA -NA NA
. %

272,449 89,829 1,763,907

.. A.9695t3 108,056 2,032,480
/

240,234 404,505 2,448;668

309,547 97,337: A 2,890,742'

7

303,855 96,911 3,038,746
.

A
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1967

1968

1969

'1970

1971

1972

1974

Table 7

Percentage of Title'I Funds BUdgeted for Direct Program Servi&s,
IndireCt Program Services, and Evaluation for

Fiscal Years 1967-19*

114

Direct Indirect
Program Program
Services Services Evaluation Total

90% 6 4 i00% 5"

85 . 10 . 5 ,loo
ar

NA NA NA NA

80

85

86

86
,

, 87

NA= Not Available

BB= Only regular school year allocations are included.

15 5 No

10 5' . 100

10 4 100

1

11 3 loo

10 , 3 106'

a

102 s
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.

Table 8 gives the amount, in thousands'of dollars, and the percentage of

all program funds budgeted for elementary or secondary programs. Some budget .

allocations could not be separated and are labeled elementary/secondary.

On the Surface it appears that a great change inf programmatic allocations),

occurred in 1973. an that year 64% of the program budget was allocated

for elementary pro s and seven percent for.combined,elementary/tecondary

programs. In he previous year, 1972, 37% of the bUdget was allocated for

elementary programs and-44% for combined elementary/secondary progr!mi.

However, this difference appeals to be largely the result of a change-in

accounting procedures. FriOr to 1973, funds used to pay the salaries of

teacher aides and Special Learning and Behavior Problems (SLBP) teacheis

were "broken out in a lump sum and thus it. was not possible to identify

how much was spent for elementary or secondary aides and teachers. In

'1973, however, this procedure was changed and. teachers and aides were

identified by school. This-resulted in a substantially larger amount and

percentage of Titlet/1 program funds that could be identified as being spent

for elementary programs. .

While the greatest percentage increase in elementary program Binding

is probably due to'this change in accounting procedure, the4 is evidence

in Table 8 to suggest 4t more attention has been focused on elementary

programs in the last few years than in the early years of Title I. The

percentage,of'Title I funds allocated for elementary programs increased
0-

/ from 64% in 1973 to 69% in 1974. In to same period the percentage of

Title I funds allocated for secondary programs decreased from 290 to 25%.

A preliminary review of the 1975 budget shows that, this trend is

continuing°

It appears that currently two-thirds of-Title I fundsoare allocated
4

.exclusively for elementary school, programs and one-third are allocated 1

for secondary or combined elementary and secondary program. The trend

toward greater emphasis on elementaiy programs has continued into FY 19750.0

Table 9 shows how elementary, secondary and elementary/secondary

prograM funds were allocated among five program categories: norpoidehtified

basic skills, reading, math, special education, and other xrograrts. For

purposes'of this analysis pon-identifiea basic skills were defined as all

Title I programs involved with remedial reading and math basic

95 /.
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1967

1968

169
J,

1970

1971

1972

a973

1974

,

e _ ,

i
,

Tabe081

Amount and Percentage Of Title I Program'Funds Budgeted
for Elementary and SeCondary Programs for Fiscal

0 Years 1967-1974
.

(thousands of dollars)

1, Elementary
and _All Program

Elementary Secondary Secondary Funds

n . .

584 36 573 35

i

465

'641 , 43 551 37 & 299

NA , NA NA

451 ,32 286 20 664

656 38 301 17 771
. °
776, 37 408 19 920

1,596' -64 718 29 170

11851 "69 650 (25k 136

./f

NA= Not Available

29 11623 100
P

.

20 1,492 100

NA

47 11402 99

.

45 1,728 100

1
.

',44 2,104 100

21484 100

: ' ,1 2, 637 99

NB= Only regular school year allocations are included.
Addendum, reallocation, and,summer budgets are exdluded.
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G .

instraction (e.g. an Aide program in which the aide assisted With reading

and math instruction). This category, does' not include those reading or

math programs-that could be specifically identified. The special education

category includes various special education prOjects and funding for'SLBP

teachers. Wither orogramt includes art, and music programs, health and

lunch programs, funding for teacher aides, in some 1.nstances, and generally, '

all programs that could not be placed elsewhere. -,r, 44,

'Table 10 shows that the percen age of the elementary program fUnds

going to basic skills (reading, mat 'and non-identified basic St.II)

rose from-AhRut 37% in the early years to about 90% in n-recent years. On

the su.face, it appears that the percentage of the secondary budget for

basic skills, dropped from over 80% in 1967 and 1968 to about 72% in 1970-74.
.

One reason for the apparent sharp increase in the percentagerof elementary

'Widgets allocated for basic skills'in the pat three years was the change in'

accounting procedures previously discussed in. this analysis. 'For the first

time in the 19734budget funds used to pay the salaries of teacher aides

were "broken out" by school rather Phan, as a lump sum. porisequently, as

table 9 reveals, the 44911ount budgeted 'for non-identified elementary basic

, skills programs increased"Shaipland the amount budgeted for combined
- 4

.
elementary/secondary programs decreased substantially. T

Despite accounting changes, the increased-e

funding at the elementary level was real. .Substa

percentage of funds allocated for "other" programs and special education

took Place. In 1974, about 90 cents of each prOgimm dollar going to t

hasis on basiq skills

tial)reductions in the

1.

Title I schools was spent on basic skills.

The appargnt drop in emphasis on basic skills at the secondary level

is spurious. Since 1971, funds going to "other" secondary programs have

been allotted to two projects (Lincoln Learning Center and Bryant YES) which

have a heavy emphasis on the teaching of basic'skills. If the proportion .

.
. ,

t

of funds devoted to b sic skills could'be broken out of the "other" buAget.it

is likely .that the se ondarybudget for basic skills would rise to 80%.- 90%.

While most funds g6 to non-identified.batic skills projects it, may prove

useful to look at funds devoted exclddively to reading or mathematics projects.

Since 1970, as Table 10 shows, the percentage ofprogram.funds devoted .,

to reading .projects in elementary schools ranged from 18% to 35%. Math (

funds ranged from fodr Percent to il%.
. -
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In the secondary'schools, r3ading funds ranged from onlIpercent to
o

21%. Funds exclusively for"math-were not identified until 197,-when
.

.
six percent was allottied.

. . 0 In broad,terms, it appears that three to four times as much money

was budgeted exclusively for readinfeas wa's budgeted :Or math. The bulk,
\ . ,

of the funds,' however, were budgeted for combined reading and-matp projediS. ..f,

' ' In summary, this analysis has -shown that about 87 cents of each Title I

dollar was budgeted for"programs. Over two-thirds of program funds were

budgeted for, elementary. school prograMs and about of this money' was
..;

kdevoted to basic skillijnstruction. .,

The final section of this repcmt discusses findings and-makes -
. .

recommendations.

O

a.
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CONCLUSiO4S'AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report is the Minneapolis Public Schools Annual. Title I'Evaluation

Relpotto the Minnedbta Stateopepartment of Education., :

In 1973-74, the Minneapolis rublic School distict was fairly tipicPal

Of urban centers across the Student populaliontitOntinued to

decline. .TWoZ,Way busing efforts toward desegregationand an:administrative

)decentralization program, were in progress. .Long term trends of increasing,

minority population concentrationsend lbw income familieS continued in

the city.° Title I Target,Area concentrations of poor and minority peOple

became even more noticable. One-third of the schools in the cAy were

dedignitted as Title I schools. About 10,500-students in these schools were

eligible for Title I-assistancee
1 .

.

Title I educational programs refAected thenational trend.away frOm"

the early days of Title I which included cilltural_adtiVities,food and

clothing provision; Emphasis on basic skills continued with further .

attempts to serve thOie children- ith the greatest needs.

A-67 person Parent Ad;.-risOryCo*ttee (PAC) played an. important role

in the deyelopment of Title I;Progr4--their operations and their

evaluation. .A survey of these members sh Ni that participation was good

and that the involvement was generally sat ying tb the PAC members.

PAC members endorsed.the Title I Application. 0

Needs of Title I students were. assessed using a state devel4ed

Needs Assessment form which combined standardized achievement tests and

teacher judgment. Using this form, 85 percent of the Title I,students

were judged to be in neecLof. reading,assiastance while 80 Percent, of Title I

studrts were 4dged to.be.in need of math assistance. TypT3.11,.about

1,000 students at each grade, grades were eligible for Title I

assistance'.-

In 1973-74, 173.6 staff positions and 492full.and parttime teacher

\-4aideswere funded'by,Title I ihthe Minneapolis PUblic Schools. ,Fbrty-two_

perdent of the.stafi. positions were dccupied'by supplementary ,reading and'

Q

-

mathematics teachers. .

The evaluation Of.the,Title I Programonducted by-the
4
Resear and

v'

Evaluation Department of the Minneapolis Public Schools, focused on

individual project.evaluation; progress toward majoprogram goals, a
c

O



trend analysis of achievement test scores from 1965 through 1973, drld"

an analysis of projectoperations and budget allocationi.

Three of the five major program goals were 'met:

Title I stud is in grades 1r6 maintained a distance between themselves.

_and non -Title I st dents.onreading achievementtesescords, as predicted.

Reading achie ement testmcoresof Title I students in grades 7 -9,

in public and parochial schools, exceeded their reading achievement goals.

Progress on mathematics mastery tests exceeded expeCtRitioniin

nQ

grades

Results for,grades 7 19 were clouded by sampling,Procedures.which

-selected the lowest corii* students thus introducing errors of regressions.
4'

If was predicted that 1973 Title I students would perform better in

reading achievement than 1972 Title I students. Strictly speaking this

omadyas not met but 1973 students did perform as well as 1972 students.

" the goal*fOr mathematics computational achievetent was not met.
1

In grades 1-3, the long-range,trendsin achievement test scores since

1965 was up throughout the city and in Title .I schools. Title I'students

maintained the distance bettmen themselve.s and non-Title I students. No°

closing nor widening'of the gap was noted.

Over the same period of years, the percentage, of low income Children

ap49Linority children in Minneapolis increased substantially. In the

Title I schools in Minneapplis the increase was much greater than in the
,

rest of the city. One tmysguestion why test scores rose in Minneapolis

at a-time when the student population on which these t scores were based

was becOming increasingly poor and increasingly compose of minorit ystudents.

For a number.of'reasons, test scores are correlated with economic level and

race. One might predict, based on previous experience in other cities,

test scoreM4Ould drop in

has not been the case.

One may Aso question why

distance between themselves and non-Title I. students. Since the concentration

of poor and Minority students in -Title I schools ,has increased ata much

greater rage than throughout the rest of the city one might ,predict a

widening of the gap. Why does thtb gap not widen?. --

It is possible that.the traditional relationship betweenitest scores

and minority and liow income childreh does not hold. It is. also possible

that

This

Minneapolis

the Title I

over this period of time.

students have maintained the

102
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that the Title I program has had an impact and is overcoming these

traditional relationships.

Conclusions are somewhat clouded by.the,fact that trend lines are
6

'based ppon Title I schools and not on individual-Title I students. Also,

other programs for disadvantaged students haye been inToperation con-

currently with Title I. Notably, ESAA operated in several of the Title I j

junior high schOols in 1973-74. Specific program i act could not be

determined.

I

Outside influences, such as educational TV may have played a 'tole.

The patterhs of achievement test scores for T4-t I students and non -

Title I is quite similar. Similarity of patterns suggest that whatever

forces are influential are influential on both'groups of children.,

4..

,

.

1. PPub'` evaluations of rogram impact should use individual Title I

-.* ,, Ituden test data. Des egation of the schools will make Title I

. /
RECOMMENDATIONS

sc end analysis meaningless. ^ 0'

2.,...,ThepAC should play a gteater tole in the evaluation process in accord

with state and federal guidelines., How PAC's can do this as indi-

Vidual building committees aredeveloped needs exploration.

3. Individual project' evaluation should be discontinued. Several projecti;

have been evaluated over a period oflyears and results appear to have

stabilized. These projects include -the Mobile Learning Centers, Bryant

.YES Center, Lincoln arning Center, and English Basic Skills. 1Cthet

projects are now ape ted primarily with local funds, e.g.' the Basic

Skills Centers, Some 'tle I actiAties Eannot be defined as " rojects,"

t.

e.g. Auxiliary Personnel. If pr oject evaluation? are to be conducted

they should focus, on activities which have clealhy defined objectives

and operations related to those objectives.

4. The analysis of management voceAses and budget should be continued.

- Initial review of Title I management, budget and evaluation hai indicated

that more detailed information is needed; Implementation of the self-

analysis review developed by the U. S. Office of'Education'should be

4Phelpful.
.

0
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5: The relationship of income and race

te

to achievement test scores should...,
411

) be,studied for Minneapolis students. .Research from 9ther cities

f indicates that low-income and minority ehildren typically do npt score

as well as white, middle -income children on stdndardized achievement',

tests., We suspect thgt this relationship holds foi:Minneapolis

students"but.do t have specific evidence. the relationship can

4be shown to exist in Minneapolis than the'argument for TtI4 I imp

will be strengthened `since Title I schools in Minneapolis 'have riot ,.,\
fallen further behind non-Title I schools even though the proportion

of low-income and minority children 'lladincreased in the Title / schOols.'
.

6. Continued administrative review of the' expenditures for sisopdary school
e.

programs appears desirable. 'For example, the Bryant npaerved-30'

pupils at a per pupil cost of '$3,333. The Lincoln Learning Center

served 60 pupils at a per pupil C6beof'$648. The Bryant CEC served

483 'pupils at a per pupil cost of $277.4 These three projects, which

served about 57C) pupils, accounted for over a quarterimillion dollars

in Title I funds. These exPenditures must be viewed in light of the

benefit for the students in these programs. This recommendation is

made solely on the basis of apparently high,exPenditures fi);--bertain,

secondary school programs.,

I
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APPENDLX'A

SUMMARY OF 1973-74 TITLE I PARENT'

,ADVISORY COMMITTEE SURVEY RESULTS
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Apilendix A

SuMmary of 1973-74 Title I)Parent
Advisory Committee Survey Results

1. Did you have a clear understanding of the purpose of the Title t Advisory Committee?

I121 Yes 3 No .2 Some Other Answer
,

.

. I don't understand quite.what is expected of me as a parent or how much input
, -

froM perents they wane
_

. SometimetI feel it rs.ludt a rubber stamp
...:

. ) ,

2. Do you feel that y u h4ve a good picture of the Title I programs operating in,
. .

, ,

the school that y u represent?
. I

..i

21 .Yes- 3 MA A 1 Some Other Answer

. Have not)been invied in to ee the program 1 'Action A

-N
I

. Iknot., what they are doing but ha not sat--,1 in on and observed the programs,

. Getting...better
.

-

c#

I ..

.

What did you Oatticu arly like.ahout the Committee's operation this past year--
if anything?

,.

. See other school rograms _.,/

.. Continiled partic pition,and interest shown by"involved parents which made
committee operat on .workable 1

. . Seeing other sch ols optration, .,

. Meeting at different schools and learning their Operationli . .

. Being'able to go visit some of the other biii-Idings and seeing their different
math and reading labs and their different proerams:

f. .

. Seeing the different program's that Title I offered' in reading and math

. Visiting programs

0.

. Very informative and creates closer contact and,understagding witINtie school

. We seemed to hakve gotten more involved with operations

. Usually quite on time, business conducted quickly

. Visiting other s pools at our meetings.to see hothey spend their money

Everyone's invo vement

The explanation of each new proposal for the math or reading, etc. if
. Good participation and I felt welcome

Visiting other schools programs giyes a betterkielite (sic) to available help

. Responsiveness to questions when asked - friendliness of representatives and
federal projects staff

'-

.

. , .

. The visiting of the different schOols
A

for their programs

. Learning about the Title I programs th? different schools have

4
Liked the field trips to schools and meeting the teachers and seeing Pli'd actual
materials used - liked finding out how the children were tested - I found some

of the materials very fascinating 2

. Kept to the time of adjournment

Wasn't Title I
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#

Thedifinite starting and quitting times of the meetings definitely a plus \
for-the committee - like to get involvie but hate, dragged out meetings

Parents getting involved

4. What did you particularly dislike about

I felt there weren't enough opinions
at the schools

,Sometimes felt lost in statistics - had to figure out right questions to ask

All the papers written in language.and terms the untr ined person-doesn't
understand

DeciSionstalready made before meeting - however reso ved
A

2

the committee's

being expressed

operation), if anything?

about what was happening
. .

Nothing

When they got off on a tangent that didn't really c

Attimes It was hard to understand,things that were

None-.it%Tas operating to its best of knowledge

Some long winded participate

We don't und erstand enough of the information need

None

ncern the Title I'

going on in leiislation'

more education

5. What would you say ties been the major accompliihment f the committee this
.past year--if any?

1

. Bette't understanding. of Title

. Seeing that all Title I students get full advantage

Undecided
U

A clear shovang of parent interest in other
the children of the area.

O

Part C fu ing for intermediate riading

Better un

Educating

The expla

Better ac

program

erstanding of Title I

parents about Title I programs

ation of funds and the purpose of the

a

of Title progries

in order to asiist,

programs

uaint moreparentsjof added opportunities for their children

. Making people more aware,Of the programs

. Giving everyone a clear picture of Title J and I feel, we turned into a
cooperative friendly group very dedicated to being in on what's being done
for our children

Evaluation that have been done - inservice

Undecided

Ended year with enthusiasm to do.mbre this year
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6. What ben,,Vit did you, personally, get from serving on the Committee--if ant?

Learned -a little about Title I

A very good picture of our educational system

.Lots of info didn't have ay friends'

The way some of the money is used in the,schools is what I Warned

'Learned a lot of things -

The knOwiedge.I was helping to see that disadvantsaged ch&ren have another
change t4 have extra help

Visiting Title I facilities in other schoolse co

More insight into the Title I programs in the city

Made one feel,that as,a parent, my ,thoughts and wishes were important and
I felt I was helping my child very, definitely .by being herein0 voting on
Title issues .

Seeing the'Title I programsin action

I felt I Was helping my own kids by knowing more what was going on in their
school at this time

I learned that many educationally disackvantaged children crld be helped,
with the aid ofTitle I funds! f

More interest in our school than before

Learned about different ideas and math and reading 'labs,, and shared, thei with
parents, teachers, and aides

Pride in my school I represent and alio inner-city schools

A better understanding of the difficulties the school system has in setting
,

up programs, bookkeeping and attempts to predict what contracts will do -
bringing the understanding to other parents

Makes me a better person in my school and community

'Learning more about the different programs' offered the boys and girls

Leaining more about the Title I advantages and its different newer programs

Involvement,with more people from different areas

7. Whatshould be-dcme to improve the operation of the Committee this year?

A

More talking and suggestions

doing fine the way it is

More education programs

Work on attendance4"'.

1. More parent involvement from the target schools

Pretty well satisfied

Get materials to the members or instruction as to how the council should be
oper ing so the representatives can be more effective

1 .
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.. Mare parent tffroi-Vemen-r"-7 - , .. .

. ,

. Visit more schools and, places like the-Basic Skill centers

. Get to know each other - be less dependent on staff far programs - better
Communication and-principals .

. .k,
A

,, .

_.
-; , .

. Are.there-some'things that should be done'to help all members participate more
i' fully in Committee operations'?. N

. Verbal r 11 -call -7' small group, g

. Asking q stems receiving answers and information for their own schools

. Orientation - making parbnts understand.
.

w

. Yes, I-feel perhaps breaking into small groups sometimes woulF1'encourage
same people to 7oice an'opinion (

. Maybe taking part inthe discussions

. . More educatipriso we can learn how to ask questions and !msic knowledge
\

. There isn't enough discussion among parents'
t _. 4.-*- ..

. I think some of us are less than frank with our Opinions b... I don!t know what
tan be done about it : --------. .

4.
. ...

,

Making the audio part be)ter - do have Some difficulty hearing in some bldgs., ,

mqatly 807 Broadway, ,

,

-. Well organized

More sub committee with meetings

. To encourage tp speak up so the meetings are not dominated by the
same people

. This an be expected of veteran members and encouraged om new members,
.howevttr it should not be expected of new memhiers since t takes a year to
begin-to know what's going on

9. Which fritley programs did you have a chance to visit since September 1973 ?"
4412

All said this was an effectiye program except one (the program was not named). .

'The names of the pro'lams and the number of people who attended them were: I1
Ascension 1, Basic Skills 2} Clinton 1, Corcoran 9, Franklin.6, Harrison 8,
Inservice Training 1, Lehadiln Center 2, Madison 1, Phillips 2, Seward 12,
St. Anne's 1, St. Cyril 1,,Summer School 2, Holland 3, Holy Cross 1.

10. Would you'lie able to visit some projects during this school year?
.

f

18 Yes 3 No 5 Not Sure
o

o

11. If you can visit some. projects, which ones would you like to. visit?

. Bethune-Motor Skills Develop'ent

. Basic Skills Centers, Reading Resource Center, Math Resource Center')

Bryant YES Center, IMC, LLC

109
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North High, Webster,,Eaq Side pasic.Skills

Need to know.what't aVailable andanew

Lincoln Learning Center

Webster, East Side Hasid °.

. Lehmann Center

12. About how many Committee meetings were you able to attend?

1. 19. All, or rly all, of them

1 2. 3 More than half

3 )3ust ,a few,

4. 0 Only one or two

13. Do you have any other coma:lints or suggestions about the. Co ittee or Title
Programs?

More parent involvement

Not yet

. Pleasg continue to listen to parents' ideas

pe up the good work. I know my children are benefiting frdm heir
participatidh in t h y . Title I program.

None

a

More education programs

. It is a terrific program. I enjoy its meetings, committee members, etc.

I'm pleased with them (meetings) and their results. I feel parents should
be informed their children are Title I and how they are being helped

No

More education programs

14. Are you a regular or alternate committee. member?

1. 21 Regular 2. 5 Alternate

(one marked ex-officer and one parked both)'

k
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Appendix 13

DEPARTMENTAL
CORRESPONDENCE. "i Minneapolis, MN 55413

Minneapolis Public Schools"

To Larry Moon

As,

Date. March 141_1274

I E:1" 071- R. W. Faunce

Subject Evaluation plane for Title IA1973-74

This memo.outlinesoUr evaluation plans for Title I for the 1273-74 school

year. Procedures for collecting the information required by the State bepart.

;eni of Education, as outlined'in Title Ii ESEAyftgulations and Guidelines

1973-74, ari described. The Operational Guidelines, attached, gives detailed

information-on when informatiowis to be colledted, person'responsible for
4 t

the collection or this information, and the sources of inforTtion. Minor

variations from the Guidelines, as negotiated nth Mr. Bezanson,',are noted

in the commepts,seetiOh.

We feel that adherence to these guidelines will enable ua tO meet the

0,9tober 15th deadline for the Annual Report to the State.

Here are the major components of our evaluation-plan:

We will'be able to provide, essentially, the information outlined in

regulations and guidelines on pages 49,through 51. This information

include's 'bbjectives, participants, personnel, pro educes, measuring

devices,devices, Conclusions ind recommendations, budget)md parent involire-

ment. Since much of this information is of an administrative nature,

sup?: as location of equipment, cit is Obvious that we will have to work

cooperatively in many areas in developidg this final report.

We view the state requirements as a minimum kind of evaluation:

In the main, these minimum requirements fulfill the demands o; the ,state

and federal government. However, much more needs to be done if the

1. the

4--sor-1

evaluation is to provide a better picture of the Title Iimpact.for

state and local officials. Accordingly, we plan the following additional

approaches to evaluation. a
3

2. The achievement trend analysis, since 1965, as reported-in our 1972-73

report would be continued and,strengthened. A comparison will be made

of achievement test scores in Title I schools, in non-Title I schools,
4

and the schools which have been in-and-out of Title I over the years.

3. Analysis of achievement test scores in each individual Title I building

viii be performed. This analysis is in keeping with Dr. DFvis' interest

in identifying outstanding Title I schools.
120
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Page 2 - Larry Moon

,

t

4, The budget trend analysis wince 1965 will be performed. Thisranalysis

will enable us to know whether or. not there kas been a substantial

change in the proportion of funds alit:cited for the varidus projects

(Reading,' math, etc.) andlor elementary Or secondarY schvls. We

shall also compare expenditures for primary and intermediate grades

,whenever possible. 4-,

:4

5. A fourth year analisiaof the title I Reading Program achievement data

will be performed, following up on the three year sibling. control

study cOnducteiby'the)ducational Ttygging Seryice.. We shall also

ryto provide a descriptive 'picture of the current reading programs'

in each of the Areas.

6. A number of individUal project evaluations willbe performed focussing

on prOgresatowar4s specific objectives Tentati#ely,.these evaluationsV

have been identified as: \\,

1. Intermediate Reading Project

2. The Elementary MathematicsProject

3. Basic Mathema.4ics Skills Development

4. Mobile Learning Centers

5. English Ba;ticSkills

6. Lincoln Learning Center

7. Bryant YES

8. Bryant CEC

\JD

Out emphasis in these evaluations will be on hard evaluation data;

we shall not provide the in-depth descriptive material previously provided '

in the ProjectDirectore' reports.

7. We shall continue out analysis of affective measures in Title I schools.

1%. A report on student attitudes in Title I Secondary schools will be

completed in time forfle annual report. We shall 110.ke some exploration

into measures to beed with elementary school Title I children:
r

8. Some exploration must be made to prepare us for the impact of aedegregat4bn

in September 1974 and the effects it might have on Title I schools and

programs. Without time devoted to this planning it is hard to see how

a meaningful evaluation design for Title I can be developed for next

year.

121
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Page 3 - Larry Moon

A process evaluation of Title I*- C fund!, expeditures will be conducted.

In view.of this heavy evaluation schedule, I recommend that yoti

0. 'ask the state to not require th;lt we use the'Needs,Assessmentlijtrument

as.an evaluation tool: I think that approach is Unprofitable an6d wo.d.

only detract from other more meaningful evaluations outlined-in this/

RWF : dm
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